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Abstract 
This study is qualitative in nature and is a single exploratory case study 
examining the environmental sustainability and strategic planning initiatives of one 
campus, the University of Illinois at Chicago, of a multi-campus institution with a total of 
three campuses in the system, the University of Illinois. The purpose of this study was to 
discern which components of the institution’s strategic planning process initiate and 
maintain enduring environmental sustainability policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives at a medium-sized research institution in the Midwest, situated in a large city. 
The conceptual framework for the study utilized the principles and underlying 
assumptions of the identification of components of enduring environmental sustainability 
policies, practices, programs, and initiatives developed by the Association of University 
Leaders  for a Sustainable Future (ULSF) Sustainability Assessment Questionnaire 
(SAQ), as well as the features that distinguish strategic planning within institutions of 
higher education outlined George Keller’s (1983) Academic Strategy: The Management 
Revolution in American Higher Education. Future research is needed.  
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction  
Higher education plays a pivotal role in the democratization of society. Many 
scholars and researchers have examined the impact of higher education upon society 
(McMahon, 2009, Carnegie Commission, 1973, Callan & Finney, 1997). Further research 
has shown more specifically the effect upon the health, lifespan, and quality of life of 
members of an educated society. Educated citizens are more likely to live longer, 
healthier, and more prosperous lives and also to become informed citizens that actively 
participate in democracy (McMahon, 2009).  
Ikenberry (2006) explains that higher education educates, trains, and prepares 
future generations who will effectively solve the world’s problems of tomorrow. 
Therefore higher education is an important and critical piece of the nation’s future as well 
as that of the future of society. Additionally, Bowen (1997) discusses the idea that higher 
education provides the initial means to ignite the process that eventually precipitates 
societal change. Besides educating and preparing future citizens, higher education also 
provides the means for research to embark on some of the world’s most difficult 
problems and provides the means for discoveries and innovations to provide solutions 
and advances in the sciences, medicine, and technology to further advance society.  
The condition of the environment, has been a large concern for society for a 
number of decades, however it has gained increased attention more recently as the real 
and apparent need to develop viable environmentally sustainable policies and practices 
has become realized. The need to conserve finite natural resources and decrease energy 
consumption and associated energy costs has become an issue of great importance at the 
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national and global level for private industry, government entities, private citizens, and 
also institutions of higher education.  
The issues of global warming and climate change have gained popularity the 
media in recent years and have become an issue of concern for people of all ages. One of 
the most popular films in recent years with a focus on climate change and global 
warming, was the documentary film, An Inconvenient Truth, directed by Davis 
Guggenheim, released in 2006, narrated by former Vice President, Al Gore, as a means to 
educate citizens about global warming (Bender, L., Burns, S., Chilcott, L., Guggenheim, 
D., Ivers, J., Lennard, L. …Yarovskaya, M. & Guggenheim, D., 2006). 
More specifically within institutions of higher education, little specific or 
comparable institutional expenditure trend data is available on energy usage and utility 
expenditures to date. Some institutional data has begun to emerge. A study was released 
in early 2006, conducted by Moody’s Investor Services for the National Association of 
College and University Business Officers (NACUBO) regarding the impact of utility and 
energy costs upon institutional operating budgets. Survey results revealed that of the 157 
responding institutions, a 3.8 percent in institutional operating costs was expended on 
energy and utility costs in FY 2005. However institutions were forecasting and 
anticipating a 25 percent increase in energy and utility expenditures for the following 
fiscal year (Moody’s Investor Services, 2006). Of those anticipated cost increases 
forecasted for FY 2006, the majority was expected to come from natural gas with a 
projected increase of 44.1 percent, following with a 39.6 percent increase for heating oil, 
and finally, an increase in institutional electricity costs of 16.4 percent (Moody’s Investor 
Services, 2006).  
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At the individual institutional level, the University of Michigan released the 
amount of their utilities and energy expenditures for FY 2008, which had soared to $111 
million (Gershman, 2008). In response to these increased rising costs, the institution 
launched the Planet Blue energy savings campaign in September 2008 (Gershman, 2008). 
The campaign set forth the goal of reducing total energy consumption by 10 percent 
acknowledging that this goal would not be possible without staff, faculty, and students 
working together to participate in energy conserving measures (Gershman, 2008).  
This expenditure data illustrates the real and apparent need for institutions of 
higher education to work toward drastically reducing their energy and utility 
expenditures. This idea is even more important in light of the difficult economic 
hardships facing institutions of higher education around the nation in the wake of the 
nation’s difficult economic situation and dismal financial pictures for institutions of 
higher education around the nation. Declining institutional support from state and federal 
agencies as well as declining endowment funds and increased operating costs from 
energy and utilities decreases the amount of funding available for mission critical 
activities such as teaching, research, and public service, which leaves institutional leaders 
looking for answers to stabilize and if possible decrease the portion of institutional 
operating costs expended on utilities and energy, most often turning them toward 
sustainability as a means for an avenue to reduce and maintain these expenditures by 
implementing sustainable policies and practices to reduce energy and utility 
consumption.  
The idea of environmental sustainability is not a new concept. More than four 
decades ago, ecologist Garrett Hardin’s (1968) article in Science, “The Tragedy of the 
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Commons,” illustrated the scenario of the devastating impact of depleting natural 
resources caused by population overcrowding, eventually resulting in the collapse of the 
ecosystem. Hardin’s (1968) article illustrated the realization of the need for tradeoffs and 
illustrated the need for a means for checks and balances between man and nature. The 
initial premise of Hardin’s (1968) article illustrates the profound impact of people upon 
the environment and the need for the balance between man and nature, which is a 
foundational element in today’s sustainability dialogue. 
The concepts initially discussed by Hardin (1968) greatly parallel today’s ongoing 
dialogue and focus of environmental sustainability. Sustainability has begun to gain 
momentum in recent years due to increasing concerns of depleting global natural 
resources, the ongoing Wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and more recently, the condition of 
the American economy. As the concept of sustainability moves the forefront and begins 
to take a stronghold, sustainable movements and organizations have begun to garner 
support and more importantly essential research funding to further sustainable 
programming at both the national and international levels. It is important to recognize 
that the notion of creating a sustainable future both across the nation and around the 
globe is something that must be done in concert rather than in a vacuum. In order for the 
concept of environmental sustainability to be effectively implemented in the form of 
successful policies and programs that work to preserve global natural resources and 
reduce energy costs and consumption, it must be carefully integrated around the globe 
rather than in smaller piecemeal efforts. 
The financial picture in the nation’s institutions of higher education has become 
increasingly more difficult in recent years. With federal stimulus funds set to expire soon 
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and the majority of states facing large budget deficits, the nation’s institutions of higher 
education are left to make up the difference in their operating budgets, by increasing 
tuition and fees in extraordinarily difficult economic times. The difficult financial picture 
facing the nation’s colleges and universities has presented the need for institutions of all 
types and sizes to look for innovative cost-saving and revenue generation measures. 
Collectively, institutions of higher education around the nation are working to strategize 
and discover new means of cost-savings and revenue generation. While some unpopular 
measures such as furloughs, layoffs and eliminations of faculty and staff positions have 
been implemented at a number of institutions, personnel cuts and cuts in administrative 
costs can only yield savings of a certain level. A number of institutions of all types and 
sizes around the nation are looking to environmentally sustainable solutions on their 
campuses as one means of institutional cost-savings and alternative revenue generation.  
A number of institutions around the nation of all types and sizes are making 
pledges to reduce energy usage and costs by a certain percentage, along with pledges to 
reduce carbon emissions, which will translate into immediate cost savings for 
institutional operating budgets as well as lower institutional emissions to the 
environment. Nearly 700 institutions of higher education around the nation have become 
signatories of the American College and University Presidents’ Climate Commitment 
(ACUPCC) institutions around the nation that taken the pledge to develop an institutional 
climate action plan and reduce their energy usage and ultimately carbon emissions 
(ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section).  
News headlines abound institutions of higher education around the nation 
instituting a number of innovative cost and energy saving initiatives. Some of the most 
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recent institutional energy saving and cost-saving examples include the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology (MIT), the University of Michigan, the University of Iowa, and 
the University of California at San Diego. Announced in May 2009, MIT’s “Efficiency 
Forward,” energy savings program in partnership with the Boston-based utility company, 
NSTAR, hopes to realize a savings of $50 million in energy costs over the next decade as 
well as reducing electricity use “by 15 percent over the next three years,” (Bettex, 2010).  
Additionally, the University of Iowa has initiated a number of sustainability 
measures since 2003, saving energy costs in several areas of campus operations as well as 
reducing the campus’ carbon footprint (Owen, 2010). Some of the most notable goals 
include reducing overall campus energy use by 10 percent and increasing renewable 
energy use by 15 percent with an original goal of 2013, but a revised goal of 
incorporating those changes by 2010 (Owen, 2010). Another innovative initiative began 
at the University of Iowa in 2002 is the incorporation of biomass in the institution’s 
power plant, burning oat hulls instead of coal from the nearby Quaker Oats facility 
(Owen, 2010).  
Further, recent news headlines showcased the development of an energy 
dashboard developed and implemented by the University of California at San Diego 
working in conjunction with San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) as a means to help 
increase institutional energy efficiency and also to combat climate change. Over 200 
meters at the building level provide real-time energy usage of over 60 of the largest 
buildings on the La Jolla campus (Ramsey, 2010). The portal was created from research 
in the Jacobs School of Engineering’s Computer Science and Engineering (CSE) 
department (Ramsey, 2010). Future goals of the project include the students and 
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researchers working with a private company to develop a less costly plug-level meter that 
allows individuals to track their own carbon footprint through real time usage data 
(Ramsey, 2010).  
In response to rising energy and utility costs, some institutions of higher 
education have even changed their working hours to decrease their energy usage and in 
turn, their institutional utility costs. Zhou, Wei, Giebler, and Turner (2003) describe three 
unique case study examples of three independent institutions within the Texas A&M 
University System, Texas A&M University at Corpus-Christi (TAMUCC), Prairie View 
A&M University (PVAMU), and Texas A&M International University (TAMIU). The 
three campuses studied the effect of reducing their hours of operation on energy 
consumption, turning a regular five day work week, eight hours per day into a four-day 
work week, with 10 hours per day, Monday through Thursday (Zhou, Wei, Giebler, & 
Turner, 2003). Holiday break schedules were also examined resulting in potential savings 
opportunities of 0.32% to 1.53% in annual electric bills at the three different institutions 
(Zhou, Wei, Giebler, & Turner, 2003).  
Depending on the size of the campus and the type of physical plant operations 
being utilized, energy savings may vary greatly from campus to campus when setting up 
such a program for a reduced institutional operations schedule. Many other institutions 
have followed suit and begun summer schedules with 10-hour days Monday through 
Thursday and closing campuses on Friday. Work schedules vary, but employees often 
begin work earlier and are given a shorter lunch hour. Two recent experiments include 
Brevard Community College and Miles College (Ripley, 2008). Brevard Community 
College located in Cocoa, Florida, began the program in the summer of 2007 and saved 
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more than $268,000 in energy costs (Ripley, 2008). While Miles College in Fairfield, 
Alabama, followed suit and realized a goal of 20 percent energy savings (Kizza, 2010).  
These are just a few of a number of examples of sustainable programs being 
implemented at institutions of higher education around the nation with more programs 
and initiatives being added all the time. Concerns over global warming and climate 
change have become commonplace in national and world news headlines on a daily basis 
in recent years. For several decades, environmental concerns and resulting environmental 
education campaigns have been initiated to curtail pollution, stop deforestation, preserve 
the rainforests, and save endangered wildlife and plant species. For several decades, these 
efforts have involved environmental education campaigns, which have discussed the 
importance of preserving the environment for future generations. 
The concept of strategic planning is an important process for institutions of higher 
education today as a means for institutions of higher education to plan for their future. 
Many institutions of higher education are beginning to consider and think about how to 
incorporate their environmental sustainability efforts into their strategic planning 
processes, though little research exists in this area. George Keller is often noted as the 
founding father of the strategic planning process in higher education. Keller’s Academic 
Strategy: The Management Revolution in American Higher Education (1983) is a 
foundational text of strategic planning in higher education.  
Statement of the Problem 
Due to the financial crisis facing the nation’s economy and also the nation’s 
institutions of higher education, institutions of higher education are being forced to 
examine a number of institutional cost saving measures. The implementation of 
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sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives is one such measure being 
explored and deployed within institutions of higher education today. Sustainability 
policies, practices, programs, and initiatives are seen a positive tool in terms of cost 
savings for institutional energy and utility costs by reducing energy consumption, but 
also as an added positive benefit to the environment. The involvement of institutions of 
higher education in the global sustainability dialogue is also an important issue for higher 
education as the issue of social responsibility rises to the forefront within institutions of 
higher education.  
Because of this increased interest in sustainability in higher education, it is 
important to examine what elements and processes are necessary within institutions of 
higher education to provide the foundation for enduring sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives. While the existing body of literature focuses on the history, 
evolution, and current implementation of sustainability efforts within institutions of 
higher education, few existing studies focus upon the examination of identification these 
foundational elements that produce enduring sustainability policies, practices, programs, 
and initiatives as well as how and why these elements and processes work within 
institutions of higher education. Strategic planning has been briefly explored in prior 
studies related to sustainability in higher education.  
Need for the Study 
The implementation of effective sustainable policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives within institutions of higher education has become a focus of great importance, 
yet also at the same time, poses a great challenge for institutional leaders due to the 
nature of the broad scope of sustainability implementation. Sustainability policies, 
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practices, programs, and initiatives involve a number of functions within an institution of 
higher education, including daily operational functions, such as physical plant operations, 
which include heating and cooling all campus buildings, research, athletic, and student 
housing facilities. The implementation of enduring sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives is a challenge because of these many institutional functions 
involved. These core institutional mission functions and values may include teaching, 
research, and public service, but also include a number of institutional organizational 
elements that make these functions possible on a daily basis. Included in these 
institutional elements are administration and physical plant operations, which drive daily 
institutional operations, but also the student-related institutional functions including 
student affairs and residential life, and service and outreach such as extension, public 
engagement, and outreach functions, as well as student activities and programs.  
Purpose of the Study 
Utilizing a conceptual framework based upon the implementation of strategic 
planning processes within institutions of higher education, the purpose of this study is to 
investigate what components of the institutional strategic planning process initiate and 
maintain enduring institutional environmental sustainability policies, practices, programs, 
and initiatives at a medium-sized Midwestern institution. This study will be framed by 
the principles and underlying assumptions of the identification of the components of 
enduring environmental sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives 
developed by the Association of University Leaders for a Sustainable Future (ULSF) 
Sustainability Assessment Questionnaire (SAQ) (2009) as well as the assumptions of the 
implementation of strategic planning processes within institutions of higher education as 
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outlined in George Keller’s (1983) Academic Strategy: The Management Revolution in 
American Higher Education.  
Research Questions 
 What were the Definitive Steps Taken in the Progression of the Institution’s 
Strategic Planning Process? 
 How did the Institution’s Approach to Strategic Planning Compare with the 
Approach Set Forth by Keller? 
 Utilizing the Features Outlined by Keller (1983) to Distinguish Strategic 
Planning, How has the Implementation of Institutional Sustainability Efforts 
Led to Changes Within the Institution in Terms of Incorporating 
Sustainability Policies, Practices, Programs, and Initiatives? 
 How Did the Strategic Planning Process Incorporate the Institution’s 
Environmental Sustainability Objectives?  
 How do the Institution’s Sustainability Efforts Compare to the Seven 
“Critical Dimensions” of Sustainability Outlined by the Association of USLF 
SAQ for Colleges and Universities Instrument?  
Limitations 
This study has several limitations. As a single case study examination focused on 
only one particular institution of higher education, this study will not be a representative 
sample of all available sustainability policies, programs, practices, and initiatives of all 
institutions of higher education. Another limitation in this study is the utilization of the 
Association of ULSF SAQ. The examination of the components of the institutional 
environmental sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives for the 
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institution that is the subject of this study will be limited to identification based on the 
SAQ rather than other environmental sustainability instruments. The institution of study 
is a member campus of a three-campus system. The examination of this institution’s 
strategic planning process will be limited to the institution’s campus, rather than a 
system-level examination. The examination of this institution’s strategic planning process 
will be limited to a comparison of the strategic planning concepts and framework 
outlined by Keller (1983).  
Delimitations 
This study has several delimitations. An important delimitation of this study to 
note is that the unit of analysis used in this study is of one particular institutional case of 
the implementation of its institutional sustainability policies, practices, and programming. 
All institutions of higher education have their own unique institutional organizational 
characteristics. Implementation of sustainability policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives can vary greatly from institution to institution. Only this institution’s policies, 
practices, programs, and strategic planning and strategic planning initiatives will be 
examined. Therefore, this study will only measure a single institutional case of 
sustainability implementation and produce results unique to this particular institution’s 
characteristics. More specifically, it will examine a single case with respect to the 
relevance of strategic planning and strategic planning in the implementation of 
sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. Another important 
delimitation to note is that the institutional data for this institution provided by the 
STARS instrument for this is relatively new and little historical data may exist at the time 
of data collection. Therefore, the assumptions made from this study will only include 
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preliminary STARS institutional scoring data. Finally, a third delimitation of this study is 
that the sustainability in higher education literature is a rapidly changing as new 
discoveries and linkages are made from society to higher education and within higher 
education itself. Therefore, the literature used to shape this study will only use the scope 
of literature available at the time in which the study is conducted. While the existing body 
of literature and research examining sustainability policies, practices, and program 
implementation within higher education is still very much in its early stages, it has 
greatly evolved in the last few years. Various aspects of sustainability implementation 
within the nation’s institutions of higher education has begun to be an important research 
topic of master’s thesis and dissertation research topics in a number of disciplines.  
Significance of the Study 
This study is significant because of the need for institutions of higher education 
around the nation to participate in the greater sustainability dialogue. The need for 
institutions of higher education to actively participate and play a role in the sustainability 
dialogue is two-fold. First, in terms of social responsibility, it is the nation’s institutions 
of higher education that educate tomorrow’s workforce and future citizens (Cortese, 
2003). Secondly, the cost of higher education continues to rise. Nearly all aspects of 
institutional operating budgets are increasing substantially, which in turn further 
increases the cost of tuition. As tuition continues to climb, it becomes priced out of the 
reach of many students. College affordability continues to be an issue. Statistics over 
time show that “between 1978 and 2008, average family income declined by 3% ($528 in 
constant 2008 dollars) for the poorest 20% of families, but rose 15% ($8,067) for the 
middle 20% and 78% ($143,587) for the wealthiest 5% of families,” (College Board, 
 14 
2009). Thus, the nation’s institutions of higher education face the real and apparent need 
to conserve fiscal resources and as responsibly as possible making daily operations as 
efficient as possible to preserve core institutional missions of teaching, research, and 
public service.  
By becoming active participants in the sustainability dialogue, institutions of 
higher education can initiate and promote sustainable policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives that not only educate the nation’s future in a socially responsible way, but also 
reduce institutional operating costs through reduced energy and utility consumption. By 
examining the factors that attribute to making sustainable initiatives enduring, the 
nation’s colleges and universities will be enabled to educate the nation’s future in a 
socially responsible way through their basic teaching, research, and public service 
missions. Additionally, the nation’s institutions of higher education will operate their 
institutional infrastructure components in a way that consumes less energy and reduces 
institutional energy consumption, and ultimately energy and utility costs, which are a 
significant portion of institutional operating budgets of many of the nation’s colleges and 
universities. Creighton (1998) discusses the idea that while opportunities resulting from 
environmental stewardship activities vary by institution, the implementation of energy 
saving and energy efficient initiatives will result in dramatic savings in terms of 
institutional costs as well as offering the added environmental benefit of decreased 
pollution.  
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Definition of Terms 
Environmental sustainability One of the most widely cited definitions of 
sustainability with respect to the 
environment is outlined by The Brundtland 
Commission Report (1987). “Development 
that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs.”  
 
Strategy  Built upon prior work by Schendel and 
Hofer (1979) “agreeing on some aims and 
having a plan to defeat one’s enemies – or to 
arrive at a destination through the effective 
use of resources,” (Keller, 1983, p. 75).  
 
Strategic planning   Rowley, Lujan and Dolence (1997) define  
strategic planning as a “formal process 
designed to help an organization “identify 
and maintain an optimal alignment with the 
most important elements of its 
environment,” (p. 15).   
 
Strategic thinking  Rowley, Lujan and Dolence (1997) define 
strategic thinking as “arraying options 
through a process of opening up institutional 
thinking to a range of alternatives and 
decisions that identify the best fit between 
the institution, its resources, and the 
environment,” (p. 15).  
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
This literature review represents the intersection of two bodies of literature, first, 
that of sustainability in higher education, tracing its history and evolution and secondly, 
strategic planning in higher education. These bodies of literature are merged as a means 
to understand the importance and role of the strategic planning process as a means to 
implement enduring sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives into the 
nation’s institutions of higher education.  
Definition, History, and Evolution of Sustainability in Higher Education 
 
Given the broad range of definitions of sustainability, it is important to 
appropriately define sustainability for the purposes and context, which is utilized more 
broadly in sustainability in higher education literature, discussion, and debate. Pence 
(2010) asserts that clarity surrounding the definition of sustainability still remains an 
issue and that “…a clear sector-specific understanding of sustainability remains elusive,” 
(p. vi). Tryzna (1995) acknowledges that there were at least 70 definitions of “sustainable 
development” in circulation in 1995. Clugston and Calder (1999) argue that the most 
widely cited definition for sustainability is the definition of “sustainable development” 
resulting from the World Commission on Environment and Development, more popularly 
known as the Brundtland Commission Report. According to the Brundtland Commission 
Report, sustainable development is “development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs,” (World 
Commission on Environment and Development, 1987, para. 49).  
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The sustainability movement included a number of initiatives from the 1970s 
through the 1990s that focused upon the environment and, to a small extent, the 
importance of environmental education. Gillman (1990) characterizes the sustainability 
movement from the 1980s to the 1990s as having the following characteristics:  
a small number of researchers, innovators and activists, who have taken a whole-
systems approach to the challenge of developing human systems, technologies 
and lifestyles that can provide high quality and environmentally benign ways of 
life for all of humankind, now and many generations into the future (p. 10).  
Similarly, Wright (2004) discusses the notion that the 1970s and 1980s provided 
“evidence of global understanding of environmental issues” through an increased number 
of conferences and declarations with a focus on the environment (p. 9). Sustainability has 
been a concern in the backdrop in higher education at the international level for nearly 
three decades. However, only recently has it gained more momentum in recent years at 
the national level. It is important to note that in the evolution of the sustainability 
movement, one of the earliest developments in the Stockholm Conference on the Human 
Environment 1972 included discussions on international sustainable development and 
specific issues with regard to higher education (Wright, 2004). Wright (2004) points out 
that the resulting, Stockholm Declaration, examined the relationship between people and 
the environment as well as the distribution of wealth, and idea of intergenerational equity. 
Wright (2004) discusses the role of educational institutions outlined in Principle 19 of the 
Stockholm Declaration, in that environmental education should be introduced as early as 
grade school and should extend through adulthood.  
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Followed by the Stockholm Declaration were the Belgrade Charter in 1975 and 
the Tbilisi Declaration in 1977 (Wright, 2004). Wright (2004) contends that the Belgrade 
Charter and the Tbilisi Declaration influenced the development of environmental 
education and sustainability initiatives at the global level. The UNESCO/UNEP 
Intergovernmental Conference on Environmental Education held in 1977, produced the 
Tbilisi Declaration, which outlined that need to deepen people’s understanding of the 
way in which humans impact the environment and the importance of providing both 
formal and non-formal opportunities for environmental education for people of all ages 
and education levels. Further, Wright (2004) discusses the notion that the Tbilisi 
Declaration defined the role of higher education, requesting that colleges and universities 
begin to think about implementing institutional measures, more specifically, “to consider 
the development of environmental curricula, engage faculty and staff in the development 
of environmental awareness, provide specialist training, engage in international and 
regional co-operative projects, and inform and educate the public regarding 
environmental issues,” (p. 8).       
Clugston and Calder (1999) argue that another important event in the 
advancement of sustainability in higher education was the creation of the Talloires 
Declaration. The Talloires Declaration was initially signed by more than 20 leaders of 
higher education institutions, hosted by Tufts University in Talloires, France in 1990 
(Association of ULSF, n.d., Talloires Declaration Section). This event was first step in 
engaging universities to work together to ensure a sustainable future around the globe. 
The Talloires Declaration outlined a 12-step process for member institutions to take back 
to their individual campuses to by the institution’s presidents to take action to focus their 
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institution on issues related to the environment, population, and future development 
(Association of ULSF, n.d., Talloires Declaration Section).  
Clugston and Calder (1999) contend that the framework clarifying the meanings 
and implications for sustainability increasing on the global scale resulted from a series of 
United Nations and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO) meetings in the 1990s. 
These international meetings included representatives of governments, business, and 
society focusing on future development around the globe and considering the 
environmental implications of that development (Clugston & Calder, 1999). Resulting 
from the efforts of these international meetings was a series of international agreements, 
most notably Agenda 21 (Clugston & Calder, 1999). Agenda 21 resulted from United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janerio and was adopted 
by the 1992 Earth Summit (Clugston & Calder, 1999). Agenda 21 illustrates the driving 
forces causing environmental impact are the human population, consumption, and 
technology. Further, Agenda 21 points to education as the primary means to promote 
sustainable development and increase and improve the capacity and equip people around 
the world to address environmental and resulting development issues that may arise 
(United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Division for Sustainable 
Development, Agenda 21, 2002). Agenda 21 was important to the sustainability 
movement in terms of developing direction for environmental sustainability declarations, 
Wright (2004) contends. 
Examining the series of efforts in the 1990s that sparked sustainability in higher 
education at the global level, Wright (2004) points out that in 1991, the Halifax 
Declaration followed, resulting from the Conference on University Action for Sustainable 
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Development, held in Halifax, Canada. Participants came from a variety of sectors of 
higher education including presidents, administrators, faculty, students, and 
representatives from various levels of the government in Canada, as well as non-
governmental organizations, and members of the private sector (Wright, 2004). The main 
goal of the conference was to contemplate the role of higher education in bettering the 
capacity of countries around the world to address environmental and development-related 
issues and also to discuss the implication of the Talloires Declaration on Canadian 
institutions of higher education (Wright, 2004). The Halifax Declaration echoed the 
moral obligation of colleges and universities, outlined just one year earlier in the 
Talloires Declaration (Wright, 2004). The Halifax Declaration also provided a new 
dimension to previous declarations regarding sustainability in higher education because it 
provided an action plan for institutions that became signatories (Wright, 2004). The 
action plan focused on education and training, the areas of research and policy, provided 
more recognition for interdisciplinary work, and also yielded a proactive direction for 
universities in terms of sustainable development (Wright, 2004). 
The Kyoto Declaration was enacted in 1993 and was different than the Talloires 
and Halifax Declarations because there were no formal signatory institutions involved 
(Wright, 2004). The Kyoto Declaration resulted from discussions at the Ninth 
International Association of Universities Round Table, held in 1993 (Wright, 2004). The 
Kyoto Declaration was adopted by 90 international institutions of higher education 
represented at the meeting (Wright, 2004). The declaration was formally endorsed in 
2000 by the International Association of Universities in South Africa (Wright, 2004). The 
declaration put the challenge forward for institutions of higher education to promote 
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environmental sustainability through efforts in the areas of environmental education and 
institutional physical operations (Wright, 2004). Like many prior declarations, the Kyoto 
Declaration also echoed the moral obligation of institutions of higher education to 
contribute to environmental sustainability and also offered an action plan for institutions 
to follow in the implementation of their sustainability initiatives (Wright, 2004).  
The Swansea Declaration was enacted in 1993 as a result of a meeting of the 
Association of Commonwealth Universities’ fifteenth Quinquennial Conference held at 
the University of Wales, which included more than 400 institutions from 47 countries 
(Wright, 2004). Wright (2004) contends that the Swansea Declaration was inspired by the 
Talloires and Halifax Declarations. With the lack of participation by institutions of higher 
education at the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment in 1992, The Swansea 
Declaration provided a voice to many others on a global scale focused on the condition of 
the environment and the real and apparent need for sustainability practices on the global 
scale (Wright, 2004).  
Wright (2004) explains that the CRE COPERNICUS Charter for Sustainable 
Development was initially created in 1993, by the Co-operation Programme in Europe for 
Research on Nature and Industry through Coordinated University Studies 
(COPERNIUCS), established by the Association of European Universities (CRE). The 
charter was created as a means to further previous sustainability initiatives including the 
Magna Charta of European Universities, the Talloires Declaration, Agenda 21, and the 
Halifax Declaration. Additionally, the Charter was focused on moving higher education 
institutions in Europe forward in developing their understanding of sustainability within 
their own institutions (Wright, 2004). Presented to over 500 universities in 36 nations at 
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the CRE biannual conference in Barcelona in 1993, the Charter gained more than 213 
signatories in 1994 (Wright, 2004). The Charter focused on the need and desire for 
institutions of higher education to serve as leaders in the creation of sustainable societies 
and also leaders of setting new environmental values for the higher education community 
at large (Wright, 2004).  
Additionally, the Charter focused on the areas of technology transfer, public 
outreach, environmental literacy programs, the development of environmental ethics in 
the higher education community at large, and also the encouragement of partnerships as a 
key focus area for the success of developing sustainability programs (Wright, 2004). In 
1997, the Thessaloniki Declaration was produced by the UNESCO Conference on the 
Environment and Society: Education and Public Awareness for Sustainability, held in 
Greece (Wright, 2004). This conference was designed as a follow-up two decades later to 
the Tbilisi conference (Wright, 2004). The Thessaloniki Declaration focused on all issues 
of sustainability in higher education rather than just focusing on environmental education, 
which the Tbilisi Declaration did and had a much narrower focus than the Thessaloniki 
Declaration (Wright, 2004).  
Finally, the Luneburg Declaration, resulted from the World Summit on 
Sustainable Development (Rio+10) Conference was held in Luneburg, Germany in the 
fall of 2001 (Wright, 2004). This event was considered as preparation for higher 
education at the global level for the Rio+10 Summit that was to be held in Johannesburg 
in 2002 (Wright, 2004). The event focused on outlining a clear statement for 
sustainability in higher education to be presented at the 2002 conference (Wright, 2004). 
Wright (2004) explains that the Luneburg Declaration is a unique declaration because it 
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“recognizes the problems encountered with the implementation of sustainability 
declarations in the past and calls for the development of a ‘toolkit’ for universities to use 
in order to translate their written commitment to sustainability to action,” (p. 12).  
Wright (2004) analyzes the many sustainability declarations developed and 
implemented for higher education at the global level and notes the elements present 
include the moral obligation, public outreach, sustainable physical operations, ecological 
literacy, development of interdisciplinary curriculum, encouragement of sustainable 
research, partnership with government, NGO’s and industry, and interuniversity 
cooperation. While events and milestones providing a stronghold for sustainability in the 
American higher education system began at a much slower pace in the early years than 
global scale events and milestones, they have taken a strong hold in recent years. 
Awareness of the sustainability movement has illustrated that some of the more popular 
organizations and initiatives promoting sustainability in higher education include the 
creation of the AASHE and the ACUPCC. Initially established in 2001, AASHE’s main 
goal is to eventually make sustainability a central component within the nation’s 
institutions of higher education. The organization works to integrate sustainability into 
nearly all institutional functions from daily institutional operations to the teaching, 
research, and public service elements essential to many institutional missions across the 
nation. Additionally, the organization aims to shape local, state, and federal education 
policy making sustainability a central focus (AASHE, n.d., About Section). Initially 
established in 2006, ACUPCC’s mission is to educate students, work toward solutions, 
and provide leadership in sustainability through setting positive examples (ACUPCC, 
n.d., About Section).  
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Sustainability efforts at the individual campus level, regardless of institution type 
have begun to bombard the headlines in recent months. To date, there is no mandate for 
higher education to implement campus sustainability measures. According to the Council 
for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA), there are approximately 7,000 accredited 
institutions of higher education in the United States (CHEA, 2007). Thus there is little 
consistency across campuses of the nation’s more than 7,000 institutions of higher 
education. Pence (2010) contends that enhanced clarity in terms of sustainability policy 
for institutions of higher education would provide a means of greater awareness and a 
deeper understanding with regard to the organizational role of sustainability within the 
nation’s institutions of higher education. Further, Pence (2010) adds that a deeper 
understanding of sustainability policy would provide more efficiency in terms of adapting 
sustainability initiatives and incorporating institutional needs and concerns relating to the 
implementation of institutional sustainability initiatives.  
One notable step forward for standardizing sustainability in higher education 
began with a bill that was introduced to Congress in 2007, entitled the Higher Education 
Sustainability Act. The 2008 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965, the 
Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA) enacted in August 2008, included and 
implemented the majority of the elements of the initial 2007 bill. Though specific details 
remain vague, the Act mentions a sustainability summit to take place before September 
2010 to further the dialogue of sustainability in higher education and implementation of 
programs in institutions of higher education as well the avenue of newly established grant 
funds through the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) specifically for sustainability 
in higher education programs (Higher Education Opportunity Act, 2008). According to 
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the Campaign for Environmental Literacy (n.d.), the University Sustainability Program 
(USP) has been endorsed by over 240 institutions of higher education. According to the 
Campaign for Environmental Literacy (n.d.), “this grant program will provide the catalyst 
for colleges and universities to develop and implement more programs and practices 
around the principles of sustainability.” USP was initially intended to be authorized for 
$50 million to focus on seven specific areas of funding for programs and initiatives in 
institutions of higher education around the nation.  
These seven areas of focus include:  
a) develop and implement administrative and operations practices that test, 
model, and analyze principles of sustainability; b) establish multidisciplinary 
education, research, and outreach programs that address the environmental, social, 
and economic dimensions of sustainability; c) support research and teaching 
initiatives that focus on multidisciplinary and integrate environmental, economic, 
and social elements; d) establish initiatives in the areas of energy management, 
green building, waste management, purchasing, toxics, transportation, and other 
aspects of sustainability; e) support student, faculty, and staff work at institutions 
of higher education to implement, research, and evaluate sustainable practices; f) 
establish sustainability literacy as a requirement for undergraduate and graduate 
degree programs; and g) integrate sustainability curriculum in all programs of 
instruction, particularly in business, architecture, technology, manufacturing, 
engineering, and science programs (Campaign for Environmental Literacy, n.d.).  
While sustainability in the nation’s institutions of higher education may have 
begun slowly, increased momentum in recent years has drastically increased the spread of 
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the implementation of sustainable policies, practices, programs, and initiatives throughout 
the nation’s institutions of higher education. The heightened interest in sustainability and 
environmentally responsible behavior exhibited by institutions is a becoming a 
motivating factor for institutions, increasing competition between institutions to attract 
the best students and faculty. Creighton (1998) contends:  
Since universities are generally long-lived institutions, they should be concerned 
with the long-term health and livability of their community and region. A 
beautifully maintained campus surrounded by traffic, air pollution, litter, and a 
filthy river will have difficulty attracting students. Furthermore, environmental 
efforts can be a selling point of the university, both within its community and with 
prospective students (p. 6).  
Sustainability Rankings and Metrics  
Following the introduction of the Talloires Declaration in 1990, there have been a 
number of sustainability initiatives within American higher education. In more recent 
years a number of sustainability tools and rankings systems have been designed and 
implemented as a means to measure institutional sustainability efforts. While a number of 
these sustainability assessment tools and ranking systems have been designed, 
implemented, and utilized in recent years to measure institutional sustainability efforts, a 
brief examination of existing tools reveals the notion that developing sustainability 
metrics and assigning sustainability rankings across institutions is not a comparable 
process.  
One of the earliest forms of sustainability metrics in higher education was the 
State of the Campus Environment, which was developed by the National Wildlife 
 27 
Federation’s (NWF) Campus Ecology Program which was established in 1989 (NWF, 
n.d.). The survey was conducted by Princeton Survey Research Associates. Funding 
support was provided by the Educational Foundation of America. The survey yielded 
1,116 responses representing 891 colleges and universities around the nation. The survey 
utilized a grading scale system to assess the depth and breadth of sustainability policies, 
practices, programs, and initiatives in existence at institutions of higher education around 
the nation.  
A more recent assessment tool, the Sustainable Endowments Institute (SEI) 
College Sustainability Report Card, a project of the Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors, 
was developed to measure individual institution sustainability metrics in several 
institutional operations categories and then assigning a grade to these institutions for each 
category and overall. The first Report Card was released in 2007 and annual versions of 
the Report Card have been released since then (SEI, n.d.)  Analysis of the different 
versions of the Report Card illustrates that operational categories for analysis have been 
added and the methodology utilized has been refined with each subsequent version.  
More recently, the Princeton Review’s Green Honor Roll, in its third year, also 
utilizes metrics to rank institutions on its sustainability polices, practices, and programs. 
In its most recent edition, the Princeton Review surveyed 12,000 college students about 
the college of their choice and the value of respect for the environment by that 
institution’s environmental related practices. According to the Princeton Review, the 
three elements of institutional sustainability efforts measured included the quality of life 
and whether it is “healthy and sustainable,” the level of preparedness for employment and 
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citizenship, considering today’s environmental challenges on the global scale, and finally, 
the school’s level of commitment to environmental issues.  
Also popular in recent years for institutional sustainability analysis is the use of 
the carbon footprint analysis or greenhouse gas inventory. There are several versions of 
this analysis, which can be done for individual, households, corporations, and institutions 
of higher education. The U.S. EPA pioneered this effort and has the “Greenhouse Gas 
Equivalencies Calculator” available with posted current methodology and historical 
methodology on its website. The tool was initially posted in February 2008 (EPA, n.d.).  
Additionally, the AASHE developed a new sustainability metric and tracking 
system as a means to develop a framework of measurement of sustainability policies, 
practices, programs, and initiatives applicable to all institutions of higher education. This 
new system known as the STARS initiative initially debuted in February 2008 and 
launched a pilot project, which began in February 2008 and ran through January 2009 
(AASHE, n.d., STARS Section). The tool developed is web-based and works as a 
voluntary, self-reporting mechanism for institutions of higher education to measure and 
track their sustainability efforts. The formal launch of the STARS tool was on January 
19, 2010 after three years of development (AASHE, n.d., STARS Section). Finally, the 
ACUPCC), was launched in June 2007 as a means to focus on climate neutrality. Broadly 
examining the requirements of ACUPCC signatory institutions requirements, reveals that, 
institutions of higher education that pledge to become signatories and must develop their 
own institutional climate action plan. Time sensitive requirements to developing and 
deploying the institutional climate action plan are also required of signatories.  
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Additionally, as signatories, institutions must choose two from a list of seven 
“tangible” actions focused on reducing greenhouse gases to include in their climate action 
plan. Finally, a reporting requirement of periodic and annual reports on progress is 
required of all signatory institutions. 
Recent media coverage has shown that taking the pledge as an ACUPCC 
signatory is a serious institutional commitment toward sustainability. If institutions do not 
uphold the requirements of their membership agreement, they will in fact, have their 
membership as ACUPCC signatory institutions revoked. According to the ACUPCC’s 
2009 Annual Report, entitled, Climate Leadership for America: Education and 
Innovation for Prosperity, 66 percent of member institutions have pledged to reach 
climate neutrality by 2050 (ACUPCC, 2010). However, institutions not achieving their 
goals have begun to be removed from the list. Recently 15 institutions that had become 
ACUPCC signatories and had not achieved their required reporting requirements of 
implementing an institutional profile within two months of their starting date, conducting 
a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory within one year of their starting date, and finally 
creating a Climate Action Plan within two years of their starting date have been removed 
from the network (Nelson, 2010). There have been many national and international 
advances in the sustainability movement in higher education from early declarations in 
the late 1980s to the present metric systems for sustainability analysis. It is important 
however, to not lose sight of the role of higher education, not only in society, but in the 
sustainability dialogue at large.  
Role of Higher Education in Society and the Sustainability Dialogue 
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It is imperative to consider the role of institutions of higher education within 
society and more specifically at the role institutions of higher education in the 
sustainability dialogue. The larger and much farther reaching goal of the role of higher 
education in society relates to the academia’s role in the sustainability dialogue, not just 
at the national level, but also on the global scale because of higher education’s larger role 
in society and the important role of the mission of public service and outreach, especially 
with respect to public institutions.  
Faulkner (2008) discusses the notion of a social compact in higher education and 
whether or not one really did exist in the past. Faulkner (2008) concedes that if it did 
exist, it was most likely present in the 1960s. However, Faulkner (2008) adds that there 
was no formal relationship or delineation of responsibilities within the higher education 
system regarding the social compact, but that some element of accountability present in 
the past with regard to higher education has been lost.  
Further, Faulkner (2008) contends that a new social compact is needed in higher 
education. Faulkner (2008) asserts that before this process can begin, leaders must first 
step back and look at the real intent of institutional missions and what it truly means to 
serve society and overall, how higher education really can meet the changing needs of 
society more effectively. Additionally, Duderstadt and Womack (2003) argue that 
institutions of higher education, especially public institutions have played a significant 
role in terms of providing varying educational needs as the nation has continued to grow. 
“The history of the public university in America is one of a social institution, created and 
shaped by public needs, public policy, and public investment to serve a growing nation,” 
(p. 204). 
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Boyer (1990) contends that: 
We proceed with the conviction that if the nation’s higher learning institutions are 
to meet today’s academic and social mandates, their missions must be carefully 
redefined and the meaning of scholarship carefully reconsidered (p. 13).  
Further, revisiting the initial beliefs and purpose in creating American higher 
education system illustrates the importance of higher education in the sustainability 
dialogue. As Kerr (2001) discusses with regard to the creation of land grant institutions as 
a means to establish a “classless society” and promote a practical education for future 
citizens (p. 36). By no longer merely educating the elite, this in turn promotes a more 
democratic society. Additionally, Santone (2003) discusses the idea that one of the main 
goals of the sustainability for education movement as a whole is “to democratize 
institutions, eliminate the exploitation of people and the environment, and achieve a more 
equitable distribution of resources and power,” (p. 61). Further, Bardaglio and Putman 
(2009) contend that the best way to demonstrate commitment to active and engaged 
citizenship is to be good stewards of national, social, and economic resources not only for 
today’s population, but also more importantly for future generations and that 
intergenerational equity is a major component of ensuring effective democracy.  
Moore (2004) discusses the notion that the nation’s institutions of higher 
education serve an important societal role in terms of research and technology 
development, as well as through the assimilation of knowledge, which in turn work to 
slowly precipitate social change. Additionally, Moore (2004) contends that great potential 
exists as institutions of higher education begin “questioning the status quo, challenging 
paradigms, and openly practicing new ways of living, thinking, teaching, and learning,” 
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(p. 2). Finally, Moore (2004) explains that academic freedom permits researchers to 
freely speak and challenge existing policies, laws, and societal norms. Cortese (2003) 
postulates that institutions of higher education “bear a profound, moral responsibility to 
increase the awareness, knowledge, skills, and values needed to create a just and 
sustainable future,” (p. 17).  
Cortese (2003) further asserts that higher education has unique characteristics that 
further enforce the importance of higher education in the sustainability dialogue 
including academic freedom and critical mass as well as the “diversity of skills to 
develop new ideas that allow it to comment on society” and the challenges facing society 
as well as the ability “to engage in bold experimentation in sustainability,” (p. 17).  
Additionally, McNamara (2008) discusses the idea of the broader role higher 
education plays in society. McNamara (2008) contends that “the role of colleges and 
universities in our society puts them in an ideal position to teach us how to solve our 
problems by exploring sustainability issues in the classroom and by serving as living 
laboratories and role models of sustainable practices,” (p. 4).  
Harnisch (2008) contends that the nation’s institutions of higher education are a 
“$300 billion industry” and possess the necessary elements including an “active audience, 
intellectual resources, and research-related infrastructure” needed to impart change 
locally (p. 1). Additionally, Harnisch (2008) explains that academia has the “ability to 
transfer the knowledge, skills, ideas, and values, needed to usher in a new era of 
environmental sustainability in the 21
st
 Century,” (p. 1). Duderstadt, Atkins, and Van 
Houweling (2002) argue that higher education will “flourish” in the future as it meets the 
new needs of the “knowledge-intensive society,” (p. 261). Additionally, Duderstadt, 
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Atkins, and Van Houweling (2002) contend that “it is also likely that the university as we 
know it today – rather, the current constellation of diverse institutions constituting the 
higher education enterprise – will change in profound ways to serve a changing world,” 
(p. 261). Further, Leslie and Fretwell (1996) contend that with the challenges facing 
higher education in the future, institutions that will survive and thrive will exhibit certain 
characteristics. Leslie and Fretwell (1996) point out that:  
The institutions that thrive are going to be the ones that respond in focused ways – 
to the demand for efficient and effective undergraduate education, to the demand 
for graduates who are prepared to work and produce, to society’s social and 
economic problems with and produce, to society’s social and economic problems 
with practical and realistic solutions, to the need to educated good citizens who 
will understand and take responsibility for the civil community (p. xiii).  
While Brinkman and Morgan (2010) discuss the importance for institutions of 
higher education to recognize and embrace relevant financial planning trends. Brinkman 
and Morgan (2010) argue that it is important to recognize relevant internal and external 
environmental trends that may affect institutional financial planning in the future. 
Additionally, Brinkman and Morgan (2010) acknowledge the importance of making note 
of specific ways in which institutional financial planning efforts “may provide value to 
the institutional decision-making process,” (p. 5).  
Brinkman and Morgan (2010) discuss five environmental factors that directly 
affect financial planning in higher education. The first factor includes changes in 
demographic patterns of future college students in terms of both, age and racial/ethnic 
category. This includes a shift from the typical age demographic of an 18-year-old 
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student population as well as a racial/ethnic demographic shift including the large number 
of underrepresented students, most notably Hispanic students. The second factor, 
Brinkman and Morgan (2010) outline are the “philosophical assumptions” surrounding 
higher education that have greatly evolved and affect institutional financial planning 
efforts including a new focus on “output measures with a much greater focus on 
“revenues, expenditures, and outcomes,” (p. 6).  
The third factor outlined by Brinkman and Morgan (2010) is “the shift in the 
perception of higher education being a private rather than a public good” and thus the 
way in which higher education is funded (p. 6). The fourth factor relates to changes in the 
importance of institutional revenue streams of different sources, which Brinkman and 
Morgan (2010) define as those funds from alternative sources such as grants and 
contracts, private giving, auxiliaries, institutional endowments and resulting earnings, 
technology transfer revenues including those from licenses and royalties, hospitals, and a 
variety of other sources. The fifth and final factor includes the philosophy of state 
governments in terms of funding for institutions. Brinkman and Morgan (2010) contend 
that a philosophy of “human capital theory” has begun to influence state governments 
causing them to pressure institutions of higher education to increase participation and 
completion rates of students as a means for the state’s economic development value, 
without providing these institutions the means through funding to successfully implement 
and achieve these goals. 
Finally, Brinkman and Morgan (2010) provide an assessment of institutions of 
higher education in terms of the physical needs of many campuses around the nation. 
Brinkman and Morgan (2010) contend that:  
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When we look internally at higher education, we see an aging campus in which 
deferred maintenance continues to grow, not only with respect to buildings but 
also electrical transmission lines, high-temperature water pipes, and other 
infrastructure issues. We see the need for extensive remodeling and equipment 
replacement, stunningly large start-up costs for experimental scientists, an 
insatiable demand for information technology resources, and a keen interest in 
sustainability efforts that require up-front investment (p. 6). 
Noted environmentalist, David Orr, contends that the focus of education needs to 
change to place the right focus on sustainability efforts in higher education in the present 
and well into the future. Orr (2004) explains:  
Among those familiar with education, few would disagree with such skepticism. 
To create a constituency for the long haul, we need farsighted leadership at all 
educational levels committed to making ecological literacy central to the debate 
about national educational goals and standards. That debate should be informed 
by the recognition that environmental education is not the same kind of education 
that enabled us to industrialize the earth. On the contrary, the kind of education 
we need begins with the recognition that the crisis of global ecology is first and 
foremost a crisis of values, perspectives, and knowledge, which makes it a crisis 
not of education, but a crisis in education (p. 126).  
Institutional Cost Savings Serve as a Catalyst to Implementing Enduring 
Sustainability Measures 
Besides the more obvious role higher education plays in serving society at large 
by educating the nation’s next generation of citizens with respect and responsibility 
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toward the environment and playing an important role in the large sustainability dialogue, 
there is another significant reason why the nation’s institutions of higher education 
should include sustainability in its institutional functions and daily operations at the 
institutional level. The most obvious concern to institutional leaders today may be the 
shorter term goal to reduce energy consumption and in turn energy and utility costs. For 
the most part, these immediate concerns stem from the nation’s difficult economic 
conditions and the resulting declines in state and federal appropriations and shrinking 
institutional budgets as institutions are forced to continually accomplish more with fewer 
financial resources. More recently, the nation’s severe economic recessionary conditions 
and the looming threat of a potential double-dip recession on the horizon in the near term 
have magnified this need to discover solutions to these reduced institutional operations 
costs at an accelerated rate.  
Clugston and Calder (1999) conclude that a number of institutional cost savings 
can and should be achieved through the deployment and utilization of both energy 
conservation measures and energy efficient building design. Further, findings by Shriberg 
(2002) point to the need for a ‘spark’ or ‘catalyst’ to serve the ‘driving force’ in 
precipitating change within institutions of higher education with regard to implementing 
sustainability polices, practices, programs, and initiatives. Shriberg (2002) contends:  
More specifically, studying sustainability in higher education reveals that 
constraints on the time and energy of leadership are intense and difficult to 
combat without a compelling reason or ‘spark’ to bring the issue to the attention 
of decision makers. Sustainability-related issues are not competing for the 
attention of institutional leaders because they do not typically represent a ‘direct 
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threat’ nor have tangible short-term benefits. Therefore, advocates must use 
increasingly creative strategic plans to access institutional resources and receive 
legitimacy and, ultimately, institutionalization (p. 297).  
Facing continued declines in state and federal resources, institutions of higher 
education are faced with the real and apparent need to discover alternative means of 
revenue and manage institutional operating costs as carefully as possible. Given the dire 
state of the American economy, institutions of higher education are forced to accomplish 
institutional goals on shoestring budgets and limited resources in an era of declining state 
appropriations and federal support in the form of research funding as well as student 
financial aid. As institutional budgets continue become increasingly leaner, institutions of 
higher education are diligently working to develop alternative solutions and creative 
strategies for decreasing institutional operating costs. The concept of implementing 
environmental sustainable measures at the institutional level is one such creative strategy. 
As institutions of higher education, geared at serving the public and society at as a whole, 
the nation’s colleges and universities must actively participate in the sustainability 
dialogue.  
As energy and utility costs continue to rise, institutions of higher education 
around the nation have implemented a variety of cost-saving measures, including 
institutional energy conservation policies and programs. It is important to consider that 
the idea of implementing sustainable practices within institutions of higher education 
encompasses a number of core institutional functions including institutional procurement, 
student affairs and residential life, the teaching, research, and public outreach functions, 
and finally the institution’s physical plant operations.  
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Some of the most recognized examples of the vast number of sustainability 
policies and programs include institutional recycling programs for office products, 
furniture, and food waste, purchasing of only energy efficient computers, appliances, and 
laboratory equipment, installation of lighting sensors and energy efficient lighting, 
installation of water-saving toilets and showers in dormitories, implementing locally 
grown and organic food for campus dining facilities, and finally, implementing the use of 
biomass in campus physical plant operations to reduce fossil fuel costs and carbon 
emissions. More importantly, the nation’s colleges and universities are also implementing 
sustainability concepts and principles into their curriculum and core institutional values.  
Impact of Current Economic Crisis on the Social Role of Higher Education 
 
Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) argue that the nation’s institutions of higher 
education provide “a setting in which the impetus and opportunities for change are 
substantial, perhaps unsurpassed by those of any social institution,” (p. 59). In recent 
years, a number of scholars have called upon leaders and scholars of higher education to 
revisit the initial intent and purpose of public institutions of higher education and to in 
effect “put the public back in public” as a means to restore the value and belief by 
taxpayers and citizens that the nation’s public colleges and universities are in effect 
adequately serving the public. Ikenberry (2006) discusses the notion that higher education 
policy is “adrift” and that the task of defining exactly what the term public higher 
education means must be done in the near term (p. 19). Ikenberry (2006) further adds that 
the task of defining public higher education needs to be outlined by all Americans in a 
larger dialogue through whatever means necessary including internet, television, and/or 
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print media, by engaging with the American public around the nation from those on 
college and university campuses to those in from large cities to rural America.  
However the challenges of the current economic crisis are making it more 
difficult for the nation’s institutions of higher education to provide affordable tuition. A 
recent joint survey released in April 2010 by Junior Achievement and the Allstate 
Foundation, entitled 2010 Junior Achievement/Allstate Foundation “Teens and Personal 
Finance Survey,” found that 63 percent of high school students surveyed have changed 
their college plans. Of those high school students, 41 percent are working more to pay for 
their college education, 37 percent of the high school students are applying to colleges 
and universities closer to their parents’ home, 21 percent are choosing community 
colleges, and 15 percent may delay their college education plans for one year or longer. 
The telephone survey, in its 11
th
 year, was conducted in February 2010, measured the 
behavior and college plans of 1,000 American teens (500 females and 500 males), aged 
12-17 years (Junior Achievement/Allstate Foundation, 2010).  
It may come as little surprise to many who regularly follow the national news 
headlines about the economy and see a multitude of evidence in their own daily lives 
from rising prices at the gas pump, to increased energy and utility costs in their home, to 
higher prices at the grocery store, to losing a job personally or knowing someone that has, 
the current economic recession is affecting nearly all aspects of American life including 
the behavior and aspirations of the nation’s future college students. The nation’s colleges 
and universities are in no way, immune to the effects of the American economy. As 
higher education costs continue to rise, the sticker price of attending college education is 
becoming priced out of the reach of many. A number of students are choosing to attend 
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community colleges rather than four-year colleges and universities to be able to reduce 
costs with cheaper tuition and being able to live at home with their parents.  
However dire at the moment, it is important to keep in perspective and realize the 
importance of attaining a higher education. McMahon (1999) speaks to the externalities 
of the social benefits of living in an educated society in terms of lower crime rates, better 
healthcare, more involved citizens leading to a more democratic society. Additionally, a 
recent report authored by the Georgetown University Center on Education and the 
Workforce entitled, Help Wanted: Projections of Jobs and Educational Requirements 
through 2018, characterizes the Great Recession of 2007 the worst economic downturn 
since the Great Depression with peak job losses of 779,000 and while the economy will 
begin to rebound with job growth in 2011, it will not reach full employment again until 
2015 (Carnevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2010).  
Carnevale, Smith and Strohl (2010) argue that by 2018, 46.8 million jobs will be 
created, 13.8 million as new jobs and 33 million as replacement jobs through attrition and 
retirement. However, nearly 63 percent of these 46.8 million jobs will require workers to 
possess some level of post-secondary education, 33 percent will require a bachelor’s 
degree or higher, 30 percent will require an associate’s degree, and 36 percent will 
require a high school diploma or less.  
Jones and Wellman (2010) argue that the nation’s institutions of higher education 
are being hit especially hard by the current economic crisis. The ‘Great Recession’ of 
2009 has impacted higher education institutions in many ways including the reduction of 
programs, imposing furloughs and layoffs for faculty and staff, and increased class sizes 
for students, which have left some students struggling to get into classes needed to fulfill 
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graduation requirements. Budget cuts facing most public institutions range from 15 to 20 
percent. Utilizing National Association of State Budget Officer’s (NASBO) survey data, 
Jones and Wellman (2010) argue that nearly six months into the 2009-2010 fiscal year, 
48 states around the nation had projected deficits for 2011 and 2012.  
Because funding sources for public institutions stem primarily from state 
allocations, the nation’s public institutions are facing more difficulties than private 
institutions. Many states are hesitant to raise taxes and as a result, a number of 
institutions have increased tuition rates to make up the difference. Current tuition rates 
have increased from 10 to 33 percent in some states, including California, New York, 
Washington, Wisconsin, Oregon, and Florida (Jones & Wellman, 2010). Additionally, the 
Florida legislature has recently authorized 15 percent increases of undergraduate tuition 
levels to allow them to reach national averages of other four-year public institutions 
(Jones & Wellman, 2010). Gladieux, King, and Corrigan (2005) point out that the federal 
government provides nearly 15 percent of funding for all institutions of higher education.  
While Faulkner (2008) contends that state funding for higher education has been 
steadily declining for higher education for more than two decades. Faulkner (2008) adds 
that while state appropriations for higher education represented 85 percent of a public 
institution’s budget during the 1970s, the proportion of state funding is now only around 
one-third and continues to drop each year. Further, Rowley and Sherman (2001) point 
that one concept that may be less recognized in academia than in the private sector is that 
of competition facing institutions of higher education in terms of gaining federal and state 
support. Rowley and Sherman (2001) contend that resources are scarce in public colleges 
and universities and that they compete not only amongst themselves for available 
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funding, but that they also must compete with state agencies. This resulting “double 
jeopardy” causes administrators, budget officers, and also lobbyists to invest a large 
portion of time presenting cases for funding to legislators in a time in which increasing 
public funding for higher education is becoming more difficult (p. 18).  
According to the State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) 
Association, state funding provided nearly 58.5 percent of general operating revenue 
funds of the nation’s public institutions in FY 2009, while tuition and fee income 
provided 33.4 percent, an increase from 31.9 percent in FY 2008 (State Higher Education 
Executive Officers, 2010). Additionally, federal funds from the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA), which are temporary short-term economic stimulus funds 
that will not extend beyond 2010, provided $2.3 billion in 2009. Yet appropriations, 
remained flat from state and local support, providing 88.8 billion. Of this 88.8 billion, 
nearly 78 percent was expended on institutional general operating budgets. This 
allocation proportion has remained steady since 2004 (State Higher Education Executive 
Officers, 2010).  
While public institutions of higher education are facing more financial difficulties 
than private universities, private universities are also seeing a financial effect due to a 
lower number of students being able to afford the cost of tuition at private institutions. 
Additionally, the primary income for private institutions, endowment income and private 
gifts have declined due to nation’s current economic crisis (Supiano, 2010). According to 
the 2009 NACUBO Commonfund Study of Endowments, which surveyed 842 college 
and university endowments around the nation, representing a total of $306 billion in 
endowment assets, institutional endowments were collectively down an average of 18.7 
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percent (net of fees) for the 2009 fiscal year (from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009). To 
allow comparison, three, five, and 10 year net returns figures were provided. While three 
year returns averaged -2.5 percent, five year returns averaged 2.7 percent, and 10 year 
returns averaged 4.0 percent (Griswold, Kuhnel, Chernus, Hamill, & Jordan, 2010).  
Elements Needed to Enable Enduring Sustainability Measures within Institutions of 
Higher Education 
Strategic planning efforts in higher education have shadowed similar efforts in the 
corporate world. According to Kerr (2001), one of the most recognized early efforts of 
strategic planning in higher education was that of the California Master Plan, also 
referred to as “the Master Plan of 1960,”  developed by Clark Kerr and his team for the 
University of California system, (p. 186). Keller (1999) states that strategic planning in 
higher education was very architectural and growth-oriented during the 1960s and 1970s 
and later became strategic and efficiency-oriented in the 1980s and 1990s.  
Ryans and Shanklin (1986) address the need for strategic planning in higher 
education. Further, Ryans and Shanklin (1986) contend that higher education is entering a 
new era in which the market will determine where college students decide to attend 
college and that there are many players in that market. More importantly, the over-
abundance of students realized in the babyboom generation in American higher education 
is no longer the same student demographic structure of today and the forecasted 
demographic structure in the future. Not only are the numbers of students different, so too 
are the student demographics and student needs. Students have different career goals and 
focus areas now than in the past. Students are older and non-traditional students. The 
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babyboom generation is aging and thus lifelong learning needs to become a focus for 
institutions of higher education.  
As a result, Ryans and Shanklin (1986) contend that institutions of higher 
education must now compete with each other for students and that institutions face the 
realization that there is an inadequate supply of resources to meet student demand, which 
can affect quality of the student’s educational experience. Additionally, Ryans and 
Shanklin (1986) contend that these institutions must focus on this realization and follow 
the path of a new way of strategic planning rather than the approach they previously 
followed. Ryans and Shanklin (1986) point out:  
Their so-called strategic planning (‘forecasting’ is a more descriptive 
nomenclature for what went on) was a growth of 18-to-22-year-old individuals. 
Not much notice was paid to ‘what if’ questions that posed hard queries about 
continued population growth in the youth segment of society. If these kinds of 
questions had been addressed more often, there no doubt would have been far 
fewer mistakes made in overbuilding and overhiring (p. viii).  
Rowley, Lujan, and Dolence (1997) argue that institutions of higher education can 
suffer when deploying linear rather than mechanistic thinking. Chance (2010) cautions 
that: 
Leaders can make too many erroneous assumptions about the future. And, when 
users view strategic plans as fixed road maps, they often fail to recognize the 
faulty assumptions that hinder their success along the way. They generally fail to 
harness emerging opportunities as well. To enhance outcomes, planners must 
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ensure there are adequate resources for monitoring and adjusting plans during 
implementation (p. 40).  
While Chance (2010) concludes that academia utilizes linear strategic planning as a  
means to incorporate accountability, but that this approach results in institutions lacking a 
“comprehensive range of strategies,” (p. 52). Institutions of higher education are directly 
shaped and influenced by their institutional policies, programs, and processes including 
strategic planning, master planning, and resource allocation, which are all core elements 
of institutional functions and are a means to influence institutional effectiveness. A 
number of scholars have begun to assemble elements and factors that influence the 
endurance of sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. Creighton 
(1998) asserts that five “ingredients” are necessary to initiate the change with regard to 
“successful” implementation of environmental action for institutions of higher education 
(p. 11). According to Creighton (1998), these necessary elements include the following:  
1. understanding of how the institution works, its players, and its decision-
making; 2. university commitment and demonstrated support for environmental 
action, often articulated in an environmental policy; 3. a university-wide 
environmental action planning committee or smaller issue specific committees;   
4. individual leaders; and 5. an understanding of the basic principles of 
environmental protection (p. 11).  
Creighton (1998) acknowledges that while all of these elements are not always 
present within successful institutional sustainability efforts, the essential component lies 
in “institution-wide support systems,” (p. 11). Further, Creighton (1998) adds that five 
major groups are stakeholders within institutions of higher education. These include the 
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“trustees and overseers, the administration, the faculty, the staff, and finally, the 
students,” (p. 12). Additionally, Creighton (1998) contends that the surrounding 
community is also a stakeholder, but has less of an influence because it is an external 
stakeholder. Creighton (1998) argues that environmental stewardship efforts must 
incorporate an understanding of the “roles and interests” of each of these stakeholder 
groups (p. 12). Finally, Creighton (1998) discusses the notion that the actions often 
needed to develop successful sustainable and environmental policies require people to be 
willing to change their behavior, including routines that they have been accustomed to for 
several years, which makes the implementation of these new changes often difficult. 
Creighton (1998) pointed out: 
Changing habits requires information, commitment, encouragement and feedback. 
And these key factors require the time, energy, and enthusiasm of individuals if 
environmental stewardship is to spread throughout the university. The thinking 
behind stewardship is to spread throughout the university. The thinking behind 
decisions must be flexible to make significant progress in reducing the 
environmental footprint of any institution (p. 11). 
Additionally, Clugston and Calder (1999) argue that while sustainability efforts 
may differ by institution, a commitment toward sustainability by institutions of higher 
education would serve as a motivating factor to pursue sustainability practices through 
teaching how past institutional behaviors and actions have worked to influenced the 
present. Clugston and Calder (1999) contend that: 
An academic institution committed to sustainability would help students 
understand the roots of environmental degradation and motivate them to seek 
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environmentally sustainable practices while also teaching the roots of today’s 
injustices in full integration with modeling justice and humaneness (p. 4).  
Further, Clugston and Calder (1999) contend that certain “critical dimensions of 
institutional life” are necessary.  
Clugston and Calder (1999) outline a series of seven critical elements needed to 
establishing enduring sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives based 
upon a questionnaire developed between 1999 and 2001 by the SAQ for Colleges and 
Universities developed by the Association of USLF. The first element includes written 
mission statements regarding the institutional philosophies and commitments toward 
sustainability (Clugston & Calder, 1999). These statements must also be incorporated 
into learning objectives and institutional marketing and public relations materials 
(Clugston & Calder, 1999). The second element includes incorporation of sustainability 
into all academic disciplines as well as liberal arts and professional requirements and 
finally incorporation into research conducted by faculty and students (Clugston & Calder, 
1999). Additionally, critical thinking skills as well as a solid foundation in basic 
disciplines are necessary to pursue sustainability inquiry (Clugston & Calder, 1999). The 
third element includes a significant shift from the present academic paradigm, which 
must result from reflection of the institutional role of its social and ecological systems, 
allowing students the opportunity to learn and comprehend institutional values and 
practices (Clugston & Calder, 1999). This goal may be reflected in institutional policies 
and practices for food, water, energy, and waste, as well as policies and practices for 
human resource elements such as decision-making process, status of employees and their 
benefits, and finally within core values and assumptions contained in the curricular 
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content and teaching methods within various disciplines and programs (Clugston & 
Calder, 1999).  
While the fourth element includes incorporation of the core functions of functions 
of research and teaching and includes the hiring and tenure practices as well as the 
promotion systems. More specifically, through the practice of rewarding the contribution 
of faculty members to the broader sustainability dialogue in their scholarly, teaching, and 
outreach and public service activities and also providing opportunities for staff and 
faculty development to enhance completion of teaching and research in sustainability 
(Clugston & Calder, 1999). The fifth element includes altering industrial operations 
practices to incorporate the institutional ‘ecological footprint’ goals and objectives 
through measuring and controlling energy usage, constructing sustainable buildings, 
renovating older buildings in an energy efficient and sustainable manner, and 
encouraging and developing locally grown food programs, and finally, purchasing and 
investing in socially responsible products (Clugston & Calder, 1999). The sixth element 
incorporates the student life aspect and includes new student orientation programs, 
scholarship programs, student internships, community service and volunteer 
opportunities, student leadership positions such as those of student led committees and 
task forces, environmental audits, and outreach activities such as lectures, conferences, 
and Earth Day activities as well as a sustainability task force or committee or 
sustainability coordinator position (Clugston & Calder, 1999). The final element includes 
the formation of institutional partnerships at the local and global level to support 
institutional sustainability efforts (Clugston & Calder, 1999).  
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In their case study analysis, utilizing these seven “critical dimensions,” Clugston 
and Calder (1999) found that all seven critical elements are interrelated and that even 
with all seven elements present, not all institutional sustainability initiatives will 
ultimately succeed. They also found that “comprehensive change” within all sectors of 
institutions of higher education occurs at a rather slow pace and may occur at a more 
rapid rate in some institutions and not in others. Clugston and Calder (1999) argue that “a 
key indicator of long-term success for any sustainability initiative is the extent to which it 
has been institutionalized, whether through official policy, budgeting, or permanent staff 
positions,” (p. 13). 
More recently, White (2009) conducted an exploratory study that examined a 
database of nearly 400 institutions of higher education that were early participants 
(charter signatories) of the ACUPCC. This study examined specific characteristics within 
these institutional organizations. Institutions were grouped into three specific types of 
institutions, public, private, and community college/two year. Besides examining the type 
of institution, brief general demographic information available on the ACUPCC website 
including the state where the institution is located, the institution’s name, and the name of 
the institution’s president was utilized. Additionally, the institutional characteristics 
examined included student enrollment statistics, whether the institution had participated 
in prior sustainability commitments, more specifically, the Talloires Declaration, if the 
institution was or was not a “research-intensive” institution, and finally the month of the 
year that each institution became an ACUPCC signatory (p. 219).  
White (2009) contends that the type of institution, rather public or private, is 
important because of the number “layers of support” involved in the organizational 
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decision-making process and thus the number of internal and external stakeholders 
involved in the decision-making process as an institution becomes an ACUPCC signatory 
institution (p. 219). Additionally, White (2009) contends that measuring student 
enrollment is important because of the number of students that would be impacted if an 
institution decides to become an ACUPCC signatory institution. Further, White (2009) 
discusses the need to discern whether an ACUPCC signatory institution in fact had prior 
commitments to sustainability initiatives, such as being a Talloires Declaration signatory, 
which illustrates the institution’s commitment and willingness to make long-term 
investments in future institutional sustainability initiatives. 
White (2009) contends that the type and classification of an institution and 
knowing whether an institution is a research institution is important as the “energy-
intensive research apparatus may complicate climate neutrality efforts (p. 220). Finally, 
the date of the month institutions became signatories is important to distinguish specific 
organizational patterns that may emerge when examining geographic and regional 
implementation of those institutions that may become ACUPCC signatories. At the time 
of the study (mid-September 2007), the database of institutions included 379 signatory 
institutions with only 20 of those institutions having a college or university president or 
chancellor serving on the ACUPCC Steering Committee (p. 220). 
 The study’s findings revealed that over 3.1 million students were represented of 
all students enrolled in U.S. colleges and universities with a goal of increasing that 
representation to 40 percent by the end of 2009 (White, 2009). Additionally, 39.3 percent 
of the total signatories were classified as private four year institutions, while 36.4 percent 
were represented by public four year universities, and the remaining 24.3 percent were 
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represented by community college/two year institutions (White, 2009). Student 
enrollment figures from represented institutions ranged from only 107 students to nearly 
50,000 students (White, 2009). Finally, the study revealed that only 11 percent of 
institutions were also signatories of the Talloires Declaration (White, 2009).  
Through analysis of the months institutions became signatories, the study 
revealed that the first month, after seven months, and at the end of the deadline for 
charter membership, were the most significant times for institutions to become 
signatories (p.221). The results of this exploratory study call for further information as to 
how to define patterns between the relationship of the institutional organizational 
characteristics and their commitment to sustainability (White, 2009). It is also important 
to consider the findings of this study, conducted in mid-September 2007 and relating to 
current signatory level of nearly 700 institutions (ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section).  
Institutional Strategic Planning Efforts as a Means to Implement Enduring 
Sustainability Practices 
One of the largest challenges of implementing sustainability into institutions of 
higher education, some scholars argue is that on the whole, higher education is heavily 
influenced by its long-standing and very traditional academic roots. This notion of 
tradition may pose a threat to change some scholars argue. Padilla (2005) discusses the 
idea that institutions of higher education as organizations are complex because of these 
deep roots and traditions, processes, and approaches. Additionally, Rowley, Lujan, and 
Dolence (1997) contend that colleges and universities are for the most part, slow to enact 
change. However, there are a number of modifications that occur within academia at 
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large that provide interesting evidence of the occurrence of the process of change being 
enacted within institutions of higher education.  
Further supporting this idea, Duderstadt and Womack (2003) argue that change 
within institutions of higher education are often driven by external forces and rarely 
comes from within the institution itself. Duderstadt and Womack (2003) contend that:  
After all, one of the missions of the university is to preserve time-honored values 
and traditions. So too, tenured faculty appointments tend to protect the status quo, 
and the process of shared governance provides the faculty with a mechanism to 
slow or even block change. Most campus administrators tend to be cautious, 
rarely rocking the boat in the stormy seas driven by politics either on campus or 
beyond. Governing boards are actually distracted from strategic issues in favor of 
personal interests or political agendas (p. 182).  
Thus, environmental forces outside of institutions may cause them to need to 
adapt and work to change these traditions and determine new ways of operating, while 
carrying out their core missions. The difficult economic climate, spilling over from the 
nation’s economic recession, currently felt within institutions of higher education around 
the nation has spurred the dialogue necessary to realize the impact of the implementation 
of successful sustainable policies, practices, programs, and initiatives within institutions 
of higher education. The implementation of these successful sustainable policies, 
practices, programs, and initiatives will for the short-term, play an important role in 
reducing institutional energy consumption and as a result, institutional utility and energy 
expenditures relieving stressed institutional operating budgets.  
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However, more importantly, for the long-term, the participation of higher 
education with the national and global sustainability dialogue has also opened the door 
for the endless possibilities and opportunities to use higher education and its role of 
knowledge creation and research to play an active role in the sustainability dialogue at the 
national and international level. Therefore, exploring and examining the role and 
influence of such factors as the institutional strategic planning process is important in 
ensuring successful and enduring institutional sustainability policies, practices, programs, 
and initiatives for institutions of higher education.  
Strategic Planning Defined 
It is important to define strategic planning and examine the independent elements 
and concepts that comprise both strategy and planning. A number of scholars and authors 
have defined strategic planning through the years. While Keller (1983) does not provide a 
seminal definition of strategic planning, Keller (1983) discusses the history and origin of 
the word strategy and contends that “to have strategy is to put your own intelligence, 
foresight, and will in charge instead of outside forces and disordered concerns,” (p. 75). 
For the purposes of this study, the definition of strategic planning outlined by Rowley, 
Lujan, and Dolence (1997) will be utilized. Rowley, Lujan, and Dolence (1997) define 
strategic planning as “a formal process designed to help an organization identify and 
maintain an optimal alignment with the most important elements of its environment,”    
(p. 15).  
It is important to note that other scholars have provided similar definitions of 
strategic planning. Bryson (1988) defines a strategy as “a pattern of purposes, policies, 
programs, actions, decisions, and/or resource allocations that define what an organization 
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is, what it does, and why it does it” (p. 59). Further, Kotler and Murphy (1981) define the 
strategic planning process as “the process of developing and maintain a strategic fit 
between the organization and its changing marketing opportunities,” (p. 471).  
While Rowley, Lujan and Dolence (1997) define strategic planning as “a formal, 
disciplined, process designed to help an organization identify and maintain an optimal 
alignment with the most important elements of its environment,” (p. 15). Goodstein, 
Nolan, and Pfeiffer (1992) argue that strategic planning is “the process by which the 
guiding members of an organization envision its future and develop the necessary 
procedures and operations to achieve that future,” (p. 3).  
While Mintzberg (1994) agrees with existing literature and thought about the 
definition of strategy, contending that “strategy is a plan, or something equivalent – a 
direction, a guide or course of action into the future, a path to get from here to there, etc.”  
(p. 23). He adds that “strategy is also a pattern, that is a consistency in behavior over 
time,” (p. 23). Further, Mintzberg (1994) points to prior research conducted by Porter 
(1980 and 1985) and concludes that “strategy is position” in terms of putting specific 
products in specific markets,” (p. 27). Mintzberg (1994) also contends that prior research 
conducted by Drucker (1999) illustrates that “strategy is perspective” in terms of the way 
an organization may conduct business (p. 27). Mintzberg (1994) examines several 
definitions of planning and ultimately defines it simply as “…what it is,” (p.14). Further, 
Mintzberg (1994) contends that “it must be seen, not as decision making, not as strategy 
making, and certainly not as management, or as the preferred way of doing any of these 
things, but simply as the effort to formalize parts of them through decomposition, 
articulation, and rationalization,” (p.15).  
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Further, Kotler and Murphy (1981) contend that the process of strategic planning 
takes a “long-run approach” and has a focus that is both “comprehensive and strategic” 
rather than the traditional modes of long-term planning (p. 471). Further, Leslie and 
Fretwell (1996) caution that even though the concepts of “strategy” and “planning” have 
become meshed with the vocabulary of institutions of higher education, the terms 
themselves have been utilized for “…euphemisms for indiscriminate expansiveness – 
whether to justify more of the same or to justify random opportunism,” (p. 56).  
Brief History of Strategic Planning 
It is important to briefly examine the historical roots of strategic planning and 
how the concept of strategic planning initially began in institutions of higher education. 
Mintzberg (1994) contends that strategic planning has military roots in terms of how the 
process was initially utilized and deployed. Providing an overview of the strategic 
planning literature, Mintzberg (1994) also discusses the notion that the concept of 
strategic planning was initially driven by budgetary planning in the 1950s and by the 
middle of the next decade, was well implemented into a number of corporations.  
Mintzberg (1994) addresses the question of why should organizations practice 
planning. First, “organizations must plan to coordinate their activities,” Mintzberg (1994) 
explains (p. 16). Secondly, “organizations must plan to ensure that the future is taken into 
account,” (p. 17). Thirdly, “organizations must plan to be ‘rational’ ” (p. 18). The fourth 
point Mintzberg (1994) makes is that “organizations must plan to control,” (p. 19). 
Mintzberg (1994) contends that an important conclusion from the existing body of 
strategic planning literature is that “strategy formation is a planning process, designed or 
supported by planners, to plan in order to produce plans,” (p. 32).  
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Further, Cyert (1983) in Keller (1983) outlines that:  
strategic planning deals with a new array of factors; the changing external 
environment, competitive conditions, the strengths and weaknesses of the 
organization, and the opportunities for growth. Strategic planning is an attempt to 
give organizations antennae to sense the changing environment. It is a 
management activity designed to help organizations develop greater quality by 
capitalizing on the strengths they already have (p.vii).  
A number of elements critical to the implementation of successful institutional 
strategic planning processes relate to the implementation of enduring sustainability 
policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. Pence (2010) contends that the efforts of 
sustainability organizations including the AASHE, the ACUPCC, and the NWF have 
increased the commitment of institutions of higher education toward the implementation 
of sustainability initiatives, but that they also lack a clearly defined road map outlining 
the process of the implementation of sustainability initiatives.  
Pence (2010) further adds that “promotion and recognition of shared spaces for 
dialogue, the building of trusting relationships, and a simple recognition of differing 
assumptions that individuals bring to the table may be inadequate when there is a lack of 
understanding about the nature of those assumptions,” (p. xxxvii).  
Additionally, Sinclair (2009) discusses the importance in incorporating 
sustainability into institutional planning efforts. It is essential to understand the enduring 
qualities of our campuses and their huge impact on many fronts within our communities 
and cities. We have a responsibility to model good behavior; to plan with good intention; 
to demonstrate ethical action; and to create enriching, healthy, and memorable buildings, 
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landscapes, spaces, and places that will endure. Our institutions, physically manifest in 
the bricks and mortar of our campuses, have long life spans. While they morph and adapt 
to changing conditions, at their core they develop, advocate, and preserve fundamental 
values that are held vital to our cultures (p. 7).  
Sevier (2000) contends that while many definitions of strategic planning exist, 
there are several elements of commonality in all definitions. Sevier (2000) points out that 
strategic planning is forward thinking and oriented toward the future with more focus on 
where an institution is headed in the future rather than its historical evolution and its past. 
Additionally, Sevier (2000) explains that strategic planning must be “coherent, unifying, 
and an integrative pattern of decisions” in terms of “conscious, explicit, proactive, and 
ongoing” in its strategy development (p. 34). Thirdly, Sevier (2000) discusses the notion 
that “strategy is a response to internal strengths and weaknesses and to external 
opportunities and threats” and that the purpose of strategy is to “heighten your alignment 
with your environment and to help you maintain a competitive advantage,” (p. 34). 
Finally, Sevier (2000) states that strategy is a means to establish the purpose of an 
organization by defining “long-term objectives, action plans, and allocation of 
resources,” (p. 34). Sevier (2000) adds that “the strategic allocation of time, money, and 
talent, is the acid test of an organization’s plan,” (p. 34).                                      
Strategic Planning as it Relates to Sustainability in Higher Education 
Within higher education, the utilization of institutional strategic planning has 
served an important role for decades by providing a frame of reference for institutions to 
set goals and develop institutional plans and priorities dating back to the 1960s and the 
origin of the California Master Plan. Though few existing studies have examined the 
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organizational conditions and specific factors present in enduring sustainability programs, 
Shriberg (2002) and McNamara (2008) discuss the linkages between institutional 
strategic planning efforts and those institutions with more developed sustainable policies, 
practices, programs, and initiatives, as well as the importance of incorporating 
sustainability measures into institutional strategic plans. Furthering the initial research 
efforts of Shriberg (2002) and McNamara (2008), more investigation is needed to 
examine the particular type of institutional strategic planning efforts as well as specific 
institutional characteristics, and time period of institutional strategic planning efforts. 
Further investigation is also needed of the organizational elements and unique factors 
which may precipitate institutional organizational change with regard to implementing 
enduring sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives.  
While new studies are continually emerging and various aspects of the 
investigation of the implementation of sustainability within institutions of higher 
education are becoming more prevalent, fewer studies to-date have focused on the 
elements, characteristics, and factors that ensure the implementation of enduring 
sustainable policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. One of the earliest studies 
related to the implementation of sustainable policies, practices, programs, and initiatives 
within higher education by Shriberg (2002), was one of the first to investigate the study 
of the organizational factors within institutions of higher education.  
As a foundational study of sustainability in higher education, Shriberg’s (2002) 
study found that these organizational factors and organizational leaders as actors within 
the organization are an important backdrop of the implementation any type of 
organizational change, including implementing sustainability policies, practices, 
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programs, and initiatives. Shriberg (2002) also discussed gaps in the existing literature 
related to these organizational factors and organizational leaders. 
According to studies by Shriberg (2002), Newman (2004), Eimers (2008), 
McNamara (2008), and Pence (2010), the effective implementation of institutional 
sustainability efforts within institutions of higher education are dependent upon the 
organizational factors and characteristics, as well as structural elements present within 
institutions of higher education. More specifically, these studies are some of the first 
studies that analyze how particular organizational characteristics and structural elements 
work together to influence organizational change in either positive or negative ways.  
Building upon research by Shriberg (2002), Newman (2004), Eimers (2008), 
McNamara (2008), and Pence (2010), this study will discuss the need to take the holistic 
view and studying the whole systems approach to sustainability, examining all aspects of 
institutional functions as related to the core institutional mission. This recommendation 
from prior research by Shriberg (2002) and McNamara (2008) is important to consider 
because of the broad scope of sustainability, which touches all aspects of institutional 
operations and functions. The effective implementation of institutional sustainability 
policies, practices, programs, and initiatives will involve the careful consideration and 
coordination of all of these core institutional functions.  
Additionally, Shriberg (2002) examined the organizational factors present within 
institutions of higher education as a means to assess what may cause some institutions to 
be leaders in terms of sustainability programming in higher education and other 
institutions to be laggards. Shriberg’s (2002) findings illustrated that a number of factors 
including non-environmental internal conditions of the institution including image and 
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reputation, decision-making structures, and political orientation were all factors in 
examining the context of the potential for success or failure of institutional sustainability 
programs. Further, Shriberg’s (2002) study established the involvement of many diverse 
institutional stakeholders, including faculty and students, combined with institutional 
leaders, played a role in creating the conditions necessary to promote and position the 
moral and ethical dimensions of sustainability favorably to other institutional 
stakeholders.  
Shriberg’s (2002) study also examined institutional barriers faced by 
sustainability initiatives and programs, illustrating the importance of institutional 
priorities, interpersonal relationships, and also cross-boundary communication issues. In 
total, Shriberg’s (2002) research established the connection between the long-term 
institutional strategic focus of integrating both social and economic issues.  
Building upon the work of Shriberg (2002) and McNamara (2008) speaks to the 
importance of integrating internal and external stakeholder support in implementing 
sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives within institutions of higher 
education, by including students, faculty and staff, and also community members. 
“Clearly, there is an essential role for each member in the community of higher education 
as we ‘learn our way forward’ together,” McNamara (2008) said.  
Further contributing, by examining sustainability policies and practices at 26 
institutions of higher education, Brodie (2007) found that the importance of leadership 
was key as well as the commitment of institutional resources, regional culture, and 
communications. While systems thinking guided the work of Shriberg (2002), Shriberg 
(2002) noted that the whole systems thinking and systems modeling approach was in 
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need of future research with regard to sustainability in higher education. Additionally, 
Shriberg (2002) found that many institutional sustainability efforts lack strategy and 
those with a strategy result more from barriers than long-term goals.  
Keller’s Elements and Features of the Strategic Planning Process in Higher 
Education 
The conceptual framework for this study is based upon the strategic planning 
ideas outlined in George Keller’s (1983) Academic Strategy: The Management 
Revolution in American Higher Education. Keller (1983) is often referred to as the father 
of strategic planning in higher education (Machado & Taylor, 2004). In understanding the 
broad scope of the nature of strategic planning, it is first important to understand the 
parameters of the strategic planning process and what strategic planning is and is not. 
Keller (1983) begins his discussion of strategic planning, discussing the importance of 
setting aside all preconceived notions and beliefs related to strategic planning. Keller 
(1983) initially outlines a series of 10 elements that illustrate what strategic planning is 
not and follows with a discussion of the six features that distinguish strategic planning.  
First, Keller (1983) states, “it is not the production of a blueprint,” but rather a 
means and process for all the organization’s key stakeholders to begin thinking about the 
future with innovation and strategy in mind (p. 140). Keller (1983) asserts that the end 
result should not be a large document to be followed in a prescriptive order or manner. 
Rather, an effective strategic plan will continually be adjusted as needed. The document 
should also be simple in terms of length and also concepts. Second, Keller (1983) 
contends “it is not a set of platitudes,” (p. 140). The strategic planning process invokes 
the need to utilize concrete concepts, rather than vague language. Third, Keller (1983) 
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points out “it is not the personal vision of the president or the board of trustees,” (p. 141). 
Realities such as market and financial conditions, stakeholder needs, institutional 
traditions, strengths, and financial resources must be considered in the strategic planning 
process. Keller (1983) then discusses the idea that “it is not a collection of departmental 
plans, compiled and edited,” (p. 141). Keller (1983) notes that this notion of “bottom-up” 
planning was introduced during the 1960s and may still be in practice, however, strategic 
planning must focus on the whole institution and strive for excellence with a long-term 
cohesive vision and focus. Thus, an institution’s strategic plan should not be a wish list of 
individual goals and aspirations.  
Next, Keller (1983) contends that “strategic decision making is not done by 
planners,” (p. 141). Following that notion, Keller (1983) discusses the notion that the 
institutional planners have two duties, first, to arrange and organize the planning process 
and secondly to provide the necessary information to inform key decision makers that 
embrace current conditions and changing realties facing the institution. In effect, it is the 
task of the institutional planners to make sure key decision makers are armed with the 
right information and are able to make effective decisions. Keller (1983) recognizes “it is 
not a substitution of numbers for important intangibles,” (p. 141). Keller (1983) cautions 
that while quantitative data efforts may be deployed, these efforts are not a substitute for 
qualitative measures and that ultimately human beings rather than computers and models, 
make decisions. Keller (1983) contends that “it is not a form of surrender to market 
conditions and trends,” (p. 142). The process of strategic planning requires the awareness 
of potential markets surrounding the field of higher education, but not for institutions to 
entirely change what they are to cater to certain customers outside of their normal market 
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base. Next, Keller (1983) contends that “strategic planning is not something done at an 
annual retreat,” (p. 142). While special planning sessions are needed in the beginning of 
the process, the strategic planning process is a continual process that cannot be conducted 
separately and away from the key functions and core mission activities of the institution. 
Following that idea, Keller (1983) points out that “it is not a way of eliminating the 
risks,” (p. 142). Keller (1983) states that strategic planning, in fact, increases risks as new 
thoughts and ideas surface. Keller (1983) concludes that “a clear strategy helps a 
university take more calculated risks, more risks with a purpose, and proper, necessary 
risks that enhance the long-term viability and quality of a campus,” (p. 142). Keller’s 
(1983) final point is that strategic planning is “…not an attempt to read tea leaves and 
outwit the future,” (p. 142). Rather, Keller (1983) contends that the strategic planning 
process is a means to inform decisions about the future with the most information an 
institution’s decision makers have at the present time.  
Distinguishing Features of Strategic Planning 
After examining the boundaries of what strategic planning is not, Keller (1983) 
contends that it is important to recognize that strategic planning has six distinguishing 
features that set it apart from other management and planning strategies including long-
range planning, systems analysis, incrementalism, and management science. The first 
feature, Keller (1983) explains that “academic strategic decision making means that a 
college, school, or university and its leaders are active rather than passive about their 
position in history,” (p. 143).   
In this initial feature, Keller (1983) also outlines four types of strategic planning 
“activists” (p. 144). The first group, the “defenders” define their role with a “fight for 
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stability, quality, order, and continuity,” (p. 144). This group is characterized by their 
defensive approach to address threats and often struggle with change (p. 144). The 
second group, the “analyzers” are often too cautious and move too slowly, taking too 
much time to continually analyze the environment (p. 144). The third group, the 
“prospectors” work to find and discover new services and markets and often have a large 
focus on research and development, and strong financial insight (p. 144). The final group, 
the “reactors” are those that merely react to institutional situations and issues rather than 
proactively plan to address and prevent such issues from occurring or repeating (p. 144). 
These leaders are often plagued by their inability to see their historical footprint and 
generally lack direction.  
Keller (1983) contends that strategic planning leads one into being “an active 
defender, analyzer, or prospector, rather than a passive reactor. It means being highly 
conscious of the imperatives of strong management in higher education and the 
advantages of a shrewd strategy,” (p. 144). The second feature, Keller (1983) points out 
is that “strategic planning looks outward and is focused on keeping the institution in step 
with the changing environment,” (p. 145). These environmental factors include both the 
economy and society at large, which may affect the institutional strategic planning 
process as it continues to evolve. The third feature, Keller (1983) contends is that 
“academic strategy making is competitive, recognizing that higher education is subject to 
economic market conditions and to increasingly strong competition,” (p. 146). Keller 
(1983) states that this is a newer area of focus for the traditional strategic planning 
process within institutions of higher education that they previously did not have to 
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consider, that of a notion of a market driven approach and the resulting need to satisfy 
customers in the way the private sector has always been focused toward.  
Keller (1983) suggests that the focus on market forces leads to a focus of 
competitive advantage, marketing, and positioning, which was a new concept to 
American institutions of higher education. The fourth feature, “strategic planning 
concentrates of decisions, not on document plans, analyses, forecasts, and goals,”          
(p. 148). Keller (1983) discusses is that the strategic planning process is oriented toward 
action, asking the typical who, what, when, where, and why questions of where to focus 
the allocation of institutional resources and focuses on decision making. The fifth feature, 
Keller (1983) points out is that “strategy making is a blend of rational and economic 
analysis, political maneuvering, and psychological interplay. It is therefore participatory 
and highly tolerant of controversy,” (p. 148). This combination of complex elements is 
what sets the strategic planning process aside from other management approaches and it 
makes the strategic planning process unique. The final feature, Keller (1983) contends 
that “strategic planning concentrates on the fate of the institution above everything else,” 
(p. 150). Thus while it deals with all the sometimes messy mix of politics, emotions, and 
daily decision making, and the difficult discussion of changing organizational processes 
and decisions of resource allocation, often has a positive effect for the institution and 
keeps it moving forward toward the future. Because the interests of the institution are 
placed first, above all other individual and departmental level interests, these smaller 
details are not allowed to interfere with the larger picture.  
 
 
 66 
Six Elements for Analysis 
Additionally, Keller (1983) provides a conceptual framework comprised of six 
elements of analysis that must be considered in developing the strategic planning process 
within institutions of higher education. Briefly, these six elements include: 1. “traditions, 
values, and aspirations,” (p. 153); 2. “academic financial strengths and weaknesses,”      
(p. 154); 3. “the abilities and priorities of the leaders,” (p. 156); 4. “environmental trends: 
threats and opportunities” (p. 157); 5. “market preferences, perceptions, and directions,” 
(p. 159); and 6. “competitive situation: threats and opportunities,” (p. 159). 
Influence of Strategic Planning on Institutional Strategic Planning Efforts 
Keller (1983) discusses the involvement of strategic planning in the strategic 
planning process. For the purposes of this study, strategic planning will be defined 
through the definition of Rowley, Lujan, and Dolence (1997) as “a formal process 
designed to help an organization identify and maintain an optimal alignment with the 
most important elements of its environment,” (p. 15).  
Sevier (2000) points out that “while most administrators and faculty intuitively 
understand the need for strategic planning at one level, they are often unsure what 
strategic planning really is, how it might benefit an institution, or even how to begin,”   
(p. 2).  
Multiple Steps of the Strategic Planning Process 
Building on the initial work of Keller (1983), a number of scholars have defined 
the strategic planning process in a multi-step approach. Though each multi-step process 
outlined is slightly different, several common threads emerge. Chance (2010) states that 
strategic planning “requires defining a comprehensive vision that guides decision 
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making,” (p. 42). Ryans and Shanklin (1986) argue that the strategic planning process is 
never complete and that institutions must continually work to move forward and 
continually examine and assess their plans and goals to be effective. Ryans and Shanklin 
(1986) explain the details of the strategic planning process: 
Strategic planning is never accomplished. Long before a plan’s last ‘t’ is crossed 
and ‘i’ is dotted, the plan is on its way to obsolescence. A changing environment 
ensures as much. Planning is a process that does not end. A strategic plan is not a 
document that can be prepared for every three, four, or five years; it is a 
continuing task. And the process of planning is more valuable than the resulting 
plan because the process encourages management to consider environmental 
change and to debate the strategic options open to the institution, given the 
school’s strengths and weaknesses (p. 6). 
Ryans and Shanklin (1986) add that an institution’s strategic plan should be 
examined annually and for large institutions, a period of up to three months may be 
needed to revising the strategic plan with a trajectory of four to five years each time. 
Further, Ryans and Shanklin (1986) contend that strategic planning is different than long-
term planning in that long-range planning is characterized as being mechanical rather 
than strategic. Finally, Presley and Leslie (1999) argue that higher education is more 
focused on long-range planning, rather than strategic planning.  
Ryans and Shanklin (1986) propose a multi-step process that initially begins with 
the institution defining itself and the imperative to address four particular issues in 
cohesive manner. Ryans and Shanklin (1986) explain: 
 68 
What students (market segments) the institution intends to compete for (e.g., 
youth, adult learners, undergraduate, graduate, etc.); Which student needs and 
desires the institution intends to fulfill (e.g., which majors will be offered and at 
what academic levels, graduate, undergraduate, or both); Will on-campus living 
be available or will the institution be for computers?; Will the institution have 
major or minor sports programs?; What technologies the institution intends to use 
to fulfill these needs and wants (e.g., television in the classroom, branch campus 
teaching, computer-aided learning, etc.); What is the intended geographic scope 
of the institution’s efforts, local, regional, national, international? (p. 10).  
Bryson (1988) outlines a similar, multi-step process. Bryson (1988) contends that 
organizations must act in three particular ways in order to be effective in their 
engagement of the strategic planning process. Institutions, Bryson (1988) suggests, must 
first utilize as much discretion possible in order to ensure responsiveness from 
stakeholders. Secondly, organizations must work to develop and deploy appropriate 
strategies as circumstances evolve and change. Finally, organizations must work to 
develop a “coherent and defensible basis” for decision making. Bryson (1988) further 
adds that often key decision makers and managers do not ever spend time together 
discussing the most important issues relevant to the organization. Further, Bryson (1988) 
states that innovation is a component that the strategic planning process brings to 
organizations.  
Bryson (1988) contends that an eight step process is important for managers of 
different levels of an organization to have to enable and continue this important dialogue. 
The first step is the development of an initial agreement concerning the strategic planning 
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effort. According to Bryson (1988), this step involves defining and outlining the purpose 
of the effort, discussion of the format and frequency of reports, discussing the role and 
duties of the coordinating committee as well as its membership, and finally, the resource 
allocation needed for the process must be discussed. The second step in the process is the 
identification and clarification of mandates. During this process, identifying and 
clarifying any external mandates, both formal and informal, is necessary. Bryson (1988) 
states that these mandates translate into the “musts” to be solved and handled by the 
organization (p. 49). These may include legislation, charters, articles, and contracts as 
well as ordinances. Without identifying and clarifying mandates, two issues may result. 
The mandates may not be met and the organizations may not know which pursuits are 
allowed and not allowed. The third step includes the development and clarification of 
mission and values. During the process of the third step, the clarification of the 
organization’s mission and values must be clarified along with the mandates, provides a 
“social justification” for the organization’s existence (p. 49).  
Bryson (1988) contends that the process of stakeholder analysis must be 
conducted prior to the development of an organizational mission statement. Bryson 
(1988) defines a stakeholder as “any, person, group, or organization that can place a 
claim on any organization’s attention, responsiveness or output, or is affected by that 
output,” (p. 52). The stakeholder analysis process not only defines who the stakeholders 
are, but also their needs from the organization and how the organization measures in 
terms of the criteria defined by the stakeholders. The mission statement must incorporate 
the needs of the stakeholders. The fourth step is the “external environmental assessment,” 
(p. 53). This step involves the examination of the environment outside the organization to 
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identify “opportunities and threats” faced by the organization (p. 54). This may include 
an assessment of potential political, economic, and social threats as a means to determine 
weaknesses in the organization. In this step, actual as well as potential users, customers, 
collaborators, and competitors may be examined. The fifth step includes an “internal 
environmental assessment,” (p. 54). The three categories involved in this assessment 
include following a simple systems model including “1.) organizational resources 
(inputs), 2.) present strategy (process) and 3.) performance (outputs),” p. 54.  
While Kotler and Murphy (1981) outline the strategic planning process in a series 
of six steps institutions must take when embarking upon the strategic planning process. 
The process begins with an “environmental analysis” of the environment surrounding the 
institution, considering the present and looking forward to examine how the institution 
may evolve in the future (p. 473). This step involves the examination of internal and 
external environmental forces and factors that influence the institution including the 
internal environment, market environment, public environment, competitive 
environment, and macroenvironment,” (p. 473). The next step involves conducting a 
threats analysis as a means to both “evaluate and identify threats,” (p. 474). Upon 
completion of this step, the next step involves an “opportunity analysis” to identify 
opportunities and build upon them effectively (p. 475). Next, the institution conducts a 
“resource analysis,” reviewing its “major resources” to assess potential opportunities and 
accomplishments (p. 476). Following the resource analysis step, institutional “goal 
formation” must be proposed and formulated (p. 477). The next step involves “strategy 
formulation,” and includes strategy development which examines and evaluates potential 
strategies in terms of their cost-effectiveness, choosing goals based upon the most cost-
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effective options, and identifying appropriate goals, which defines potential changes to be 
made in the institution’s organizational structure (p. 481). The final step involves the 
process of examining and improving the institution’s organizational structure, through 
improvement of the institution’s organizational systems of information dissemination as 
well as planning, including defining the “organizational design” as well as finally, 
defining the “systems design,” in terms of enhancing the organization and preparing it to 
carry out the newly defined strategies and to allow it to successfully achieve its goals in 
the newly defined environment (p. 487).  
Kotler and Murphy (1981) argue that the strategic planning process must be 
completed at the various “major” levels of the institution, initially beginning with the 
president and vice-presidents, examining the strategic planning process as a whole 
followed by the deans of each college/school (p. 472). The department level head or 
chairperson will then handle the strategic planning process at the departmental level. 
Additionally, if an institution has multiple campuses, the heads of each campus will lead 
the individual campus efforts. The president should initiate and lead the institutional 
strategic planning initiative by defining parameters and organizational assumptions. 
Thus, this process is viewed as one that evolves in a hierarchical structure. 
Effect of Master Planning in the Strategic Planning Process 
Additionally, scholars have demonstrated that master planning is an important 
part of the strategic planning process. Ryans and Shanklin (1986) contend that utilizing a 
“multiple-scenario approach” in institutional strategic planning initiatives will yield a 
master plan, the most probable future plan, with at least two contingency plans. 
Additionally, Ryans and Shanklin (1986) point out that minimum, two contingency plans 
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should be developed, following the most “optimistic and pessimistic” future outlooks    
(p. 10). These contingency plans will be modifications of the master plan, rather than new 
plans. Yet, some strategies and objectives may vary from plan to plan. Examples include 
the scale of expansion of physical facilities, yet other strategies and objectives may be 
“scenario-neutral,” (p. 11). Ryans and Shanklin (1986) explain that the value of 
“scenario-based planning” is that management is forced to “contemplate and debate” in 
the present rather than into the future in reactionary mode (p. 11).  
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
 
Overview of Methods 
The research methods used for this study are described in this chapter. An 
overview of the study’s methodology and research design is presented, followed by a 
discussion of data collection, data analysis, and standards of validation. This study 
utilized a case study approach because of the exploratory nature of case study. Stake 
(1995) contends that qualitative research including case studies provides a means in 
“understanding the complex interrelationships among all that exists,” (p. 37). The unit of 
analysis for this study is one institution, the University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), a 
public university situated in a large Midwestern metropolitan area, Chicago, Illinois, 
which is one of three campuses of the University of Illinois. As defined by the Basic 
Classification of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, the campus is 
categorized in the Doctorate-granting Universities category and classified as having “very 
high research activity,” (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, n.d., 
Classification Description Section).  
Because this study will utilize the case study method, it is important to define the 
type of case study methodology that is employed for this study. A case study is an 
“empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its 
real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are 
not clearly evident,” (Yin, 2009, p. 18). A rationale of using a single case rather than a 
multiple case study approach due to the representative or typical case in which the 
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objective of the research is “to capture the circumstances and conditions of an everyday 
commonplace situation,” (Yin, 2009, p. 48).  
Conceptual Framework  
The conceptual framework for this study is two-fold in terms of the institutional 
practices it examines, which include the institution’s strategic planning practices as well 
as the institution’s environmental sustainability policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives. The institution’s strategic planning practices were examined in terms of the 
six features to distinguish strategic planning from “systems analysis, incrementalism, 
management science, and long-range planning,” (p. 143) as outlined in Academic 
Strategy: The Management Revolution in American Higher Education by Keller (1983). 
The environmental sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives were 
examined through the lens of the one of the earliest sustainability assessment tools, the 
Sustainability Assessment Questionnaire (SAQ) designed by the Association of 
University Leaders for a Sustainable Future (ULSF).  
Assessing the effectiveness of sustainability within institutions of higher 
education remains a priority for institutions of higher education in today’s area of 
heightened concerns over declining financial resources and increased concerns for the 
environment. While examining institutional websites and informational materials 
regarding institutional sustainability programming efforts for a number of institutions 
with active sustainability programs and initiatives nearly always reveals a list of 
institutional commitments and goals towards sustainability. Institutional sustainability 
programming informational materials often proudly display the set of metrics each 
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institution is monitoring to assess its sustainability efforts and the corresponding goals it 
is striving to achieve.  
While a number of sustainability assessment instruments have been developed 
over the last decade, no single universally agreed upon instrument to assess sustainability 
efforts across U.S. institutions of higher education has emerged. What results instead is a 
rather hodge podge of different qualitative and quantitative instruments, rankings, 
metrics, commitments, and pledges utilized at institutions that often experiment with 
more than one assessment tool as a means to measure and also rank their own 
institutional sustainability efforts. Some of the most widely recognized instruments 
developed and utilized within the last decade are discussed below.  
The Talloires Declaration, initially created in 1990, was named for the location of 
creation, an international conference in Talloires, France (Association of ULSF, n.d., 
Talloires Declaration Section). The Talloires Declaration was one of the earliest efforts to 
create a commitment toward sustainability in higher education at the international level 
(Association of ULSF, n.d., Talloires Declaration Section). The Association of ULSF 
SAQ was developed between 1999 and 2001 (Association of ULSF, n.d, Resources 
Section). The National Wildlife Federation’s (NWF) State of the Campus Environment: A 
National Report Card on Environmental Performance and Sustainability in Higher 
Education, is a study initially that was initially conducted in 2001 (NWF, n.d., Resources 
Section). Annual reports are required as part of the ACUPCC initiative, which was 
initially created in late 2006 (ACUPCC, n.d., Mission and History Section). The 
Sustainability Endowments Institute’s (SEI) College Sustainability Report Card, which 
initially released in 2007, has been conducted annually (SEI, n.d., About Section). The 
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Association for the Advancement in Sustainability in Higher Education’s (AASHE) 
Sustainability Tracking, Assessment and Rating System (STARS) launched STARS 1.0 
in January 2010 following a three-year development process (AASHE, n.d., STARS 
Section).   
Upon initial examination of the most widely recognized existing sustainability 
assessment instruments, some common characteristics emerge in the methodology of 
these instruments including the categories utilized for assessment in each of the 
instruments as well as the scope of the instruments. The scope and methodology of these 
five sustainability assessment instruments: the Talloires Declaration, the Association of 
ULSF SAQ, the NWF’s State of the Campus Environment: A National Report Card on 
Environmental Performance and Sustainability in Higher Education, the ACUPCC, and 
the AASHE STARS tool are briefly described below.  
Talloires Declaration. The Talloires Declaration, developed in 1990 at an 
international conference in Talloires, France, has been credited as the first effort in higher 
education at the international level to make a commitment to sustainability in higher 
education. The Talloires Declaration utilized a ten-point action plan as a means to 
incorporate sustainability as well as environmental literacy into the categories of 
teaching, research, operations, and outreach for colleges and universities around the 
world. Since its initial creation, the Talloires Declaration has been signed by more than 
350 institutions in more than 40 countries (Association of ULSF, n.d., Talloires Section).  
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Association of ULSF SAQ. One of the earliest instruments developed for  
assessing sustainability at institutions of higher education, the Association of ULSF SAQ 
was developed over a three year period from 1999 to 2001 (ULSF, n.d., Resources 
Section).  
The SAQ measures sustainability in the seven “critical dimensions” of higher 
education, which include: 1. curriculum; 2. research and scholarship; 3. 
operations; 4. faculty and staff development and rewards; and 5. outreach and 
service; 6. student opportunities, and 7. institutional mission, structure and 
planning (Association of ULSF, 2009). 
NWF’s State of the Campus Environment: A National Report Card on 
Environmental Performance and Sustainability in Higher Education. Considered the 
first instrument of its kind designed to measure sustainability efforts in U.S. institutions 
of higher education, the State of the Campus Environment: A National Report Card on 
Environmental Performance and Sustainability in Higher Education, has been a joint 
initiative between the NWF and Princeton Research Associates International. The initial 
study, conducted in 2001, identified institutions of higher education listed in the 2000 
Higher Education Directory. Data for the initial study was collected from 689 institutions 
(NWF, n.d., Resources Section).  
The instrument measures environmental practices including recycling, 
landscaping and transportation, campus policies, curriculum, and energy use (NWF, n.d., 
Resources Section). The survey was later expanded and repeated. The most recent 
version of the survey was released in 2008 and measured sustainability efforts at 1,068 
institutions of higher education across the nation (NWF, n.d., Resources Section). 
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Recognition was provided in the form of letter grades of “A” through “D” in the 
following categories: environmental literacy, energy, water, transportation, landscaping, 
and waste reduction. The study also analyzed institutional sustainability efforts in the 
areas of management, operations, and academics (NWF, n.d., Resources Section).  
SEI College Sustainability Report Card. The College Sustainability Report Card 
was initially developed by the SEI, a non-profit organization, which was founded in 2005 
as a special project initiative of the Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors based at 
Cambridge (SEI, n.d., About Section). The Institute engages in research and education to 
“advance sustainability in campus operations and endowment practices,” (SEI, n.d., 
About Section). Initially started in 2007, SEI has completed an annual report card 
measuring and ranking sustainability at the nation’s institutions of higher education by 
assigning grades to institutional sustainability efforts. In the 2011 College Sustainability 
Report Card, 322 institutions of higher education were graded for their institutional 
sustainability efforts (SEI, n.d., About Section).  
The institutions selected for the initial study were yielded from the 2007 National 
Association of College and University Business Officer’s (NACUBO) Endowment Study 
and also through independent research on endowment size by the SEI (SEI, n.d., College 
Sustainability Report Card Section). According to the SEI, best practices in sustainability 
were utilized to develop 52 indicators chosen for the assessment process divided into nine 
categories.  
These nine categories included:  
1. administration; 2. climate change and energy; food and recycling; green 
building; student involvement; transportation; endowment transparency; 
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investment priorities; and 9. stakeholder engagement (SEI, n.d., College 
Sustainability Report Card Section).  
ACUPCC annual report. The ACUPCC was initially formed by a group of a 
dozen presidents in October 2006 following planning sessions conducted by AASHE at 
Arizona State University. By December 2006, this group invited nearly 400 institutions 
of higher education to join the initiative. By March 31, 2007, 152 institutions had pledged 
their membership and by mid-September of that year, that number had increased to 400 
member institutions (ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section). At the time of publication, the 
ACUPCC currently has 677 institutional members include submitted 451 institutional 
climate action plans and 1,529 greenhouse gas inventories (ACUPCC, n.d.).  
The ACUPCC website outlines the requirements for member institutions. When 
institutions become signatories of the ACUPCC, member institutions are required to 
develop a comprehensive institutional plan focused on the achievement of climate 
neutrality as soon as the institution is able to do so (ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section). 
Additionally, within two months, member institutions must develop structures within 
their institution to facilitate the implementation of the comprehensive plan (ACUPCC, 
n.d., Signatories Section). 
After one year, member institutions are required to complete a comprehensive 
greenhouse gas inventory of their campus and update this inventory on an annual basis 
(ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section). After two years of becoming an ACUPCC 
signatory institution, member institutions are required to develop an action plan for 
achieving climate neutrality (ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section). Member institutions 
are also required to develop two or more actions that are considered “tangible” as a 
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means to reduce the level of greenhouse gas emissions during the process of developing 
the comprehensive institutional plan (ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section).  
A list of seven examples of “tangible” actions include implementing institutional 
policies and procedures with regard to LEED certification, ENERGY STAR ratings, 
reducing the travel and transportation, decreasing institutional energy usage, 
incorporating sustainability into institutional endowments, and/or reducing institutional 
waste and participating at the national level in waste reduction and recycling efforts 
through institutional participation in RecycleMania (ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section). 
Finally, accountability is ensured with the institution’s action plan, inventory, and regular 
progress reports will be publically available through the ACUPCC Reporting System 
process (ACUPCC, n.d., Signatories Section). 
AASHE STARS. The AASHE STARS rating tool 1.0 was released in January 
2010 after undergoing a three-year development period. The STARS initiative is a self-
reporting framework for institutions to measure and track institutional sustainability 
progress (AASHE, n.d., STARS Section).  
According to AASHE, STARS is designed to do the following in the promotion, 
engagement, and facilitation of sustainability within the nation’s institutions of higher 
education. The STARS initiative aims to provide a framework to facilitate understanding 
of sustainability in higher education (AASHE, n.d., STARS Section). The STARS 
framework is designed to provide comparisons through a common set of institutional 
sustainability data over time (AASHE, n.d., STARS Section). It is hoped that the STARS 
framework will create incentives for continued improvement in sustainability and the 
facilitation of the exchange of information about sustainability policies, practices, 
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programs, and initiatives (AASHE, n.d., STARS Section). AASHE hopes that the end 
result of the STARS initiative will be a stronger and more diverse campus sustainability 
community across the nation’s institution of higher education (AASHE, n.d., STARS 
Section).  
Member institutions are required to apply to become a STARS member institution 
(AASHE, n.d., STARS Section). As a member institution in the STARS initiative, 
participating institutions are required to submit metrics data annually (AASHE, n.d., 
STARS Section). The sustainability metrics are defined in four broad categories to assess 
institutional sustainability efforts, which include: 1. education and research; 2. operations, 
3. planning and administration; and 4) engagement and innovation (AASHE, n.d., 
STARS Section).  
Summary and discussion of instruments. Though a number of instruments 
currently exist to assess sustainability in higher education, examination of the most 
widely recognized sustainability assessment instruments reveals commonalities in the 
scope and framework of the assessment of sustainability institutional sustainability 
initiatives.  
The examination of these sustainability assessment instruments reveals that the 
ULSF SAQ remains a timely qualitative measurement tool as it utilizes seven broad 
categories to assess institutional sustainability efforts which include:  
1. curriculum; 2. research and scholarship; 3. operations; 4. faculty and staff 
development and rewards; 5. outreach and service; 6. student opportunities; and 7. 
administration, mission, and planning (Association of ULSF, 2009).  
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Research Design 
As a single case study, this exploratory qualitative study deployed a variety of 
data collection methods, which include interviews and document and data analysis. Based 
on the six principles of analysis of strategic planning for institutions of higher education 
outlined by Keller (1983), it was important to consider the six major institutional 
stakeholder groups: students (both undergraduate students and graduate), faculty (both 
current and former), administrators (both current and former), staff, contracted 
employees, and alumni. Additionally, it was important to consider the importance of the 
different functional operations areas of the institution: academics, administration, student 
programs and activities, housing, dining services, auxiliary services, the Office of 
Sustainability, and utilities and energy operations, as they relate to the six participant 
stakeholder groups. Therefore, the following approach was devised as a means to capture 
all aspects of the institutional functions and the interaction with these stakeholder groups 
in daily institutional operations as well as the role of the institution’s strategic planning 
and sustainability initiatives.  
It is important to consider how the different categories were defined when seeking 
interview participants for this study as defined by this approach. The administrator 
category was defined that those that are current administrators and above middle 
managers, most being associate or vice chancellors or higher. The former administrator 
category was defined as those that were retired within the last three to five years and still 
have involvement with the institution in the role of faculty with emeritus status. The 
faculty category was defined as those current members of the faculty. The staff category 
was defined as both academic professional and civil service staff. The academic 
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professional staff are middle managers and below. The student category was divided into 
both graduate and undergraduate students. The alumni category includes those alums that 
had graduated within the last three years and had been involved in the sustainability 
initiative on campus while students. Contracted employees were those that work for a 
defined institutional function, but are contracted to perform that function and are not 
employees of the institution, but instead are employees of the contracted vendor.   
The majority of the data collected for this study includes participant interviews of 
six major stakeholder groups, students, faculty, staff, and administrators, alums, and 
contracted employees at the subject institution. Document analysis was conducted on the 
following: the institution’s strategic planning materials, documents, reports, and other 
relevant data including recent STARS data developed by the AASHE initiative and 
collected by the institution as well as other relevant survey data for surveys and 
questionnaires in which the institution has previously participated. The criteria utilized to 
examine the institution’s strategic planning and strategic planning efforts as well as the 
institution’s sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives are outlined 
below.  
The analysis for this study combined the examination of both this institution’s 
strategic planning and sustainability initiatives. The study utilized Keller’s (1983) six 
elements of analysis to distinguish strategic planning to assess the validity of this 
institution’s strategic planning efforts. Briefly, these six features utilized to distinguish 
strategic planning include:  
1. traditions, values, and aspirations; 2. academic financial strengths and 
weaknesses; 3. the abilities and priorities of the leaders; 4. environmental trends: 
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threats and opportunities; 5. market preferences, perceptions, and directions, and 
6. competitive situation: threats and opportunities (Keller, 1983, p. 153-159).  
Thus, the interview questions related to the strategic planning process were 
guided by these six features as well as other principles and ideas outlined by Keller 
(1983). Additionally, the analysis for this study utilized the SAQ developed by the 
Association of ULSF as a means to examine this institution’s sustainability policies, 
practices, programs, and initiatives. The ULSF SAQ serves as a detailed and thorough 
qualitative tool to assess institutional sustainability policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives implemented in the nation’s colleges and universities. Besides being a 
qualitative instrument, this tool utilizes specific multi-part questions and encompasses a 
broad scope of institutional activities that include policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives related to institutional sustainability efforts. Thus, the questionnaire guided the 
development of the interview questions related to sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives utilized in this study.  
Briefly, these seven focus areas of institutional functions and daily operations 
include:  
1. curriculum; 2. research and scholarship; 3. operations; 4. faculty and staff 
development and rewards; 5. outreach and service; 6. student opportunities; and 7. 
administration, mission, and planning (Association of ULSF, 2009).  
Finally, this questionnaire influenced the scope of institutional functions and 
categories of participants chosen to participate in this study, which are reflected in   
Figure 1 below and are depicted more broadly as they relate to the campus’ 
organizational structure in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2. UIC Organizational Diagram. 
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Site and Participant Selection 
In order to maintain participant anonymity, participants were recruited through 
several means. Student participants were recruited through the institution’s student 
sustainability and environmental registered student organizations that were currently 
involved with the campus’ sustainability initiative as well as an e-mail listserv 
announcement through the Office of Sustainability. Initial contact with student 
participants was made through the student groups section of the Office of Sustainability’s 
website by sending an initial e-mail to this group to solicit participants and request for 
them make contact if they were interested in participating in the study. The recruiting 
materials utilized to advertise the study are located in Appendix B. All participants 
contacted the researcher directly and did not discuss the study with the Office of 
Sustainability.  
Because the study examined the different perspectives of different stakeholders, 
within the organization with regard to the endurance of the institution’s sustainability 
program, document analysis assisted in identifying a chronological evolution of key 
players and stakeholders in the campus’ sustainability initiative since its initial creation. 
Departmental organizational websites available on the institution’s website detail current 
organizational structure, revealing the present key players (faculty members, staff 
members, and administrators). Because the institution is part of a multi-campus system, it 
was necessary in a few instances to interview system-level administrators who played 
significant roles in the evolution of the sustainability initiative. After identifying 
participants through historical document analysis and institutional organizational charts, 
initial contact with participants was made via e-mail describing the study, outlining their 
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perceived part in the history of the sustainability or the strategic planning initiative at the 
institution from the vantage point of historical documents, and an interview was 
requested with the participant. In some instances an initial interview with some 
participants led to other participants being recruited because of their role in the 
institution’s sustainability or strategic planning initiatives. According to Biernacki and 
Waldorf (1981), this method is referred to as snowball or chain referral sampling. 
Biernacki and Waldorf (1981) point out that this method was initially utilized in studies 
by Lindesmith (1968) and Becker (1966).  
Table 1 
Participant Groups by Category 
        Participant Type            Number of Participants 
    
        Administrators 10 
        Former Administrators 2 
        Staff 9 
        Faculty 4 
        Undergraduate Students 5 
        Graduate Students 4 
        Alums 2 
        Contracted Employees 2 
                                                                   38  
Data Collection 
The majority of the participant interviews resulted from the six particular 
institutional stakeholder groups including students, faculty, staff, and administrators, 
contracted employees, and alums. However, a total of eight categories resulted from the 
division of the broader categories. These eight categories of participants are outlined in 
Table 1, illustrating the distribution by category of the 38 total participants that were 
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interviewed for the study. This number of interviews was found to be necessary because 
of the many institutional functions that both sustainability and strategic planning touch 
directly.  
While all interviews involved specific targeted qualitative questions, each 
individual interview also played a key role in terms of how it revealed important elements 
of background information as well as additional points of contact. These additional points 
of contact became necessary to interview as a means to enable the researcher to further 
explore the institution at a deeper level and the relationships between both the 
institution’s strategic planning and sustainability programming initiatives.  
The bulk of these participant interviews occurred on campus. These participant 
interviews took place in several locations including private conference rooms and offices. 
Due to participants’ schedules and timing for the study, some interviews were conducted 
via telephone. Additionally, a few interviews took place at the system-level location 
because of the geographical location of the individual participants.  
Data gathering initially began in January 2011 and concluded in early August 
2011. Subsequent follow-up requests for additional data or member-checking occurred 
from August to October 2011. An important advantage of the timing for this data 
collection was that the institution’s strategic planning initiatives and related activities, 
which initially began in 2002, were officially halted in February 2011. Institutional 
strategic planning activities are not expected to resume until key administrative position 
vacancies are filled. Thus, an intensive survey of the historical strategic planning 
activities that occurred to-date, was possible. However, the institutional sustainability 
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initiative and related programming, which initially began in late 2007, continued to 
evolve and also experienced expansion and growth during the data collection phase.  
Interview process. Additional data sources to inform the participant interviews 
included a number of documents, reports, institutional sustainability surveys and metrics, 
and other historical documents outlining the chronology of the sustainability program at 
the institution. Further, as a means to provide background information and working 
knowledge of the institution, from a distance, the institutional website, Facebook, 
institutional reports, official e-mails, and blog posts, and newspaper articles and e-mail 
memos and announcements, and electronic newsletters were also utilized for data 
analysis as well as a means to locate initial background and more detailed follow-up 
information, when necessary.  
The study utilized interviewing as one form of data collection. Kvale and 
Brinkmann (2009) contend that “interviewing is an active process where the interviewer 
and interviewee through their relationship produce knowledge,” (p. 17). Additionally, the 
study utilized the semi-structured interview technique with a prepared interview guide as 
a script. Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) outline the idea that the interview guide provides 
structure in terms of a sort of roadmap to guide the interview. Yet, if a topic should arise 
during the interview that the interviewer may wish to explore with further questions, that 
can also be incorporated in the interview. Utilizing the semi-structured interview process 
made the interviews more effective in terms of gathering the most current and relevant 
information the study. While the researcher embarked upon each interview with as much 
current and historical information available to inform the interview questions about the 
institution’s sustainability programming efforts, the researcher discovered that talking to 
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the interviewees, nearly always resulted in not only additional pieces of information, but 
also information new to the researcher including names of contacts that played a role in 
either the institutional sustainability initiatives or the institutional strategic planning 
initiatives.  
Additionally, Wolcott (2005) states that the importance of “gaining entrée and 
maintaining rapport,” (p. 84) in the interview process. Starting the interview casually and 
maintaining a conversational tone with the interview subjects would be a means to 
accomplish this. Besides utilizing a conversational tone, Wolcott (2005) outlines a 
number of steps for enhancing the interview process. One guideline outlined by Wolcott 
(2005) emphasizes the need to “make questions short and to the point,” (p. 105). This 
allows the interviewer to gather data more meaningfully and more effectively.  
Further, Wolcott (2005) contends that interviewers should examine interview 
protocols and realize the notion that some questions may seem simple, yet these simple 
questions are in reality two or three complex questions. Through the process of 
conducting pilot interviews, the researcher was able to discover any questions that could 
be subsequently revised to make them as short, simple, and straightforward as possible. 
This allowed the researcher to gather the intended information and if necessary, to break 
out more complex interview questions into separate questions to capture all the required 
interview data in an effective manner.  
Field notes. Additionally, Wolcott (2005) emphasizes the importance of the 
quality of field notes taken and recommends that the researcher should consider what 
he/she is capturing in the context of what will later be reported instead of the researcher 
being guided by an expectation of the type of data that the researcher believes is 
 92 
important to gather. Capturing the interview accounts as vividly as possible is an 
important element of the data collection process. Wolcott (2005) outlines the importance 
of field note taking and encourages reflection on the researcher’s process of taking notes 
and the means in which the field notes will later be written up, illustrating the value in 
keeping the field notes succinct and keeping follow-up notes as part of a daily routine to 
enhance the process by writing up and digesting the information as it is collected. The 
researcher conducted at least five interviews on each visit to the institution’s campus. 
Although this was not always possible, the researcher, tried as often as possible, within 
the week that the interviews were conducted, to take additional time to transcribe 
interviews immediately and rewrite field notes while the interview was fresh to capture 
the most vivid data possible to enhance the writing process later by providing deep, rich, 
and thorough description.  
Interview guide. Patton (1990) emphasizes the importance of the creation of an 
interview guide to assist with the interview process. Patton (1990) defines the interview 
guide as a “list of questions or issues that are to be explored in the course of an 
interview,” (p. 283). Further, the interview guide provides the interviewer the benefit of 
having a list of specific topics or subject areas that will help lead to questions that may 
probe a particular subject at a much deeper level. Yet, the interview remains unscripted 
and allows spontaneity of questions and free-flowing conversation. The interview guide 
utilized in this study is presented in Appendix C. Further, Rubin and Rubin (2005) 
discuss the concept of conducting interviews as structured conversations. Rubin and 
Rubin (2005) contend that in order to get a full and accurate picture of the research, the 
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interviews stemming from the research question must inform five qualities of answers, 
those with “depth, detail, vividness, richness, and nuance,” (p. 129).   
Data recording. All participant interviews were audio-taped and later transcribed 
to provide verbatim accounts. As outlined in the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
approval process documentation, the audiotapes will be retained for a period of three 
years and will be stored in a locked file cabinet. While the transcription notes will be 
retained for a period three years after the completion of the research project and will be 
stored in a locked file cabinet and will not be stored with the names of participants.  
Confidentiality. IRB approval was received for the research design of the study 
and all protocols prior to initiating data collection. Dual IRB approval was needed for this 
study and received from the researcher’s campus as well as the institution being studied. 
IRB approval was received in June 2010. The study was considered a low-risk study and 
as a crucial component of the IRB process, confidentiality of participants was maintained 
throughout the duration of the research project. Participants were assigned a numeric 
code and identifying information will not be stored with the interview data. Stakeholder 
groups interviewed will be identified collectively, students, faculty, staff, and 
administrators. 
Pilot interviews. As a means to test the interview questions, three pilot interviews 
were conducted, one for each of the larger stakeholder group six categories (students, 
faculty, staff, administrators, alumni, and contracted employees). These pilot interviews 
were conducted with each of the stakeholder groups as the first person is signed up to 
interview and were arranged by telephone and e-mail. The pilot interviews were 
important in terms of assessing the interview questions from the vantage point and 
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interpretation of the stakeholder groups. Information about questions to solicit feedback 
for the pilot interviews can be found in Appendix C.  
Data Analysis 
There were two main categories of data analyzed for this study, which include the 
participant interviews conducted regarding the institutional sustainability and strategic 
planning and sustainability efforts and the data from publicly available documents 
including institutional sustainability and strategic planning reports, the archived strategic 
planning campus level website and system level website, electronic mass e-mail 
communications, and other institutional documents including the most recent master plan 
document, the institution’s climate action plan, newspaper articles, the institution’s and 
the institutions evening campus plan, the sustainability website and blog, electronic 
communications and announcements from the Office of Sustainability, and the Office of 
Sustainability’s Facebook page. The data for this study were analyzed in two phases. 
Following the participant interviews, the publicly available documents were examined 
and utilized to provide background materials to supplement participant interviews and to 
complete the USLF SAQ to assess the institution’s sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives. The interview transcripts resulting from participant interviews 
were transcribed. The interview transcripts were then e-mailed to participants as a means 
to check accuracy, which is a form of member checking recommended by Lincoln and 
Guba (1985).  
Patton (1990) contends that the notion of the importance for researchers of 
exploring themes before embarking upon data collection. Thus, the interview questions 
related to institutional sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives were 
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designed utilizing the framework of the seven critical dimensions of sustainability 
outlined by the ULSF SAQ (2009). Similarly, the interview questions related to 
institutional strategic planning efforts were crafted utilizing the six features to distinguish 
strategic planning defined by Keller (1983).  
Lawrence-Lightfoot and Davis (1997) recommend that researchers should embark 
upon a study by initially exploring the themes of the study before collecting the data. 
Thus this study utilized the process of exploring themes as preparation for data collection, 
the study examined themes in three particular areas within the institution’s strategic 
planning and sustainability initiatives. These themes included the following: 1. strategic 
planning initiatives and their implementation process; 2. implementation of 
environmental sustainability policies, practices, and programs, 3. relationships between 
institutional environmental sustainability initiatives and programming implementation 
and strategic planning implementation processes within this institution, and finally, 
specific details of institutional sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives 
as outlined in the ULSF SAQ instrument.  
Denzin and Lincoln (2000) outline three basics steps for analysis, which include: 
1. preparing the data for analysis, 2. reading through the data; and 3. conducting analysis 
by thematic coding. Upon conclusion of the interview process, the participant interviews 
were transcribed. The interview field notes remained available for reference both during 
and after the conclusion of the transcription process. The transcribed interviews were 
examined and coded to identify key themes which emerged from the participant 
interviews of the six stakeholder groups. 
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This coding process for participant interview transcripts was influenced by Miles 
and Huberman (1994) as well as Strauss and Corbin (1998). Miles and Huberman (1994) 
contend that the meaning rather than the words are of the most importance in the coding 
process. Further, Miles and Huberman (1994) recommend that the coding process should 
initially begin by putting together a “start list” of as little as a dozen to up to as many as 
50-60 specific codes (p. 58). This “short list” can then serve as a reference guide while 
coding transcripts and other information   (p. 58). Additionally, Strauss and Corbin 
(1998) explain that the process of “microanalysis” is another means to begin the coding 
process (p. 57). Strauss and Corbin (1998) define microanalysis as “the detailed line-by-
line analysis necessary at the beginning of a study to generate the initial categories (with 
their properties and dimensions) and to suggest relationships among categories…” (p. 
57).  
Further, Strauss and Corbin (1998) point out that through the utilization of 
microanalysis, researchers can embark upon new concepts and identify potential 
relationships within categories of data. Finally, Miles and Huberman (2002) discuss the 
importance of developing a “framework” in qualitative data analysis, which is defined as 
“an analytical process which involves a number of distinct though highly interconnected 
stages” and utilizes a “systematic process of sifting, charting, and sorting material into 
key issues and key themes,” (p. 310). This process involves five stages, Miles and 
Huberman (2002) contend, which include, “familiarization, identifying a thematic 
framework, indexing, charting, and mapping and interpretation,” (p. 312).  
To facilitate a thorough coding process, utilizing the recommendations of Miles 
and Huberman (1994) and (2002) as well as Strauss and Corbin (1998), the coding 
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process and initial data analysis was conducted in spreadsheet form, utilizing one 
spreadsheet for each particular stakeholder group, with the questions listed on the left 
side of the spreadsheet. While the answers provided by each interviewee, from the 
interview transcripts were labeled by their number on the right side of the spreadsheet. 
The coding process was then facilitated by looking across each row from the question on 
the left and matching with various interviewee responses on the right side.  
Key themes began to emerge and became evident from the participant interviews. 
During the data analysis phase, each stakeholder group was compared to discern common 
elements in key themes across all stakeholder groups. It was also through this coding and 
analysis that the most memorable quotes from interviewees were identified as a means to 
highlight and summarize the key themes and to more specifically answer the study’s 
research questions. Contained in Table 2 below is a list of fourteen key themes that 
emerged from the participant interviews regarding the campus’ sustainability initiative.  
Table 2 
Key Themes of Sustainability Initiative 
Emerging Key Themes of the UIC Sustainability Initiative 
 
 The campus’ recycling program is facing a number of challenges  
 Student input is perceived as valued by campus administration 
 Students are engaged, however the level of involvement and 
engagement of the campus’ administration is not as apparent  
 Campus sustainability initiatives need a champion to be successful in 
terms of implementation and endurance  
 (continued) 
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Table 2 (continued) 
 Internal stakeholders are needed to assist in the momentum of the 
sustainability initiative going (at this point, students mostly fulfill this 
role) 
 Funding is an obstacle for the campus’ sustainability initiative in terms 
of introducing new types of programming  
 Powerful idea that students taxed themselves by passing the 
sustainability fee 
 A weakness of the campus’ sustainability initiative includes 
communication 
 Barriers and challenges to the sustainability initiative include funding, 
education, and bureaucracy 
 Both students and the Office of Sustainability are both influential 
groups in the sustainability initiative  
 The need exists for a required course on sustainability and/or the 
environment or environmental stewardship  
 The Office of Sustainability needs a higher profile in terms of 
awareness  
 It is difficult to see the tangible effects of sustainability, thus it is 
challenging to get people to buy in and participate – they do not care, 
are not aware, which frustrates individuals trying to make a difference 
 
Another element of data analysis was the obvious public sources of information 
available on the institution’s website, more specifically the sustainability and strategic 
planning websites as well as the student produced newspaper and campus faculty and 
staff newspaper published by the institution’s public affairs division. Analyzing the 
publicly available information and the readily available documents and reports at the 
beginning of the study was important to gain information about the timeline of activities 
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to better inform the interview questions as well as provide a timeline and understanding 
of both the sustainability and strategic planning initiatives on the campus. 
 With regard to the institution’s sustainability initiative, the student newspaper 
website archives were initially searched in late December 2010 for the three years prior 
(December 2007 to December 2010) yielding 30 articles, before data collection began 
and again in early September 2011 (from December 2007 to September 2011), at the 
conclusion of the data collection phase revealing 34 articles. This assured that all relevant 
information was captured before the data collection phase began and as it commenced. 
The search term utilized for both searches was “sustainability.”  
With regard to the institution’s strategic planning initiative the same data was 
searched for the same time frames. The searches began in December 2010 for the three 
years prior (December 2007 to December 2010) yielding only three articles, before data 
collection began and again in early September 2011 (from December 2007 to September 
2011), at the conclusion of the data collection phase revealing the same three articles.  
The search terms utilized were “strategic thinking, strategic planning, and 
strategic planning process.” Searching the newspaper archives initially before arriving on 
campus to conduct interviews provided an additional means to learn about the wide scope 
of student sustainability initiatives on campus and to learn the names of some of the key 
players involved in the sustainability efforts on campus for potential interviewees. 
Conducting the same search at the conclusion of the interviews was a means to ensure 
coverage of the scope of the campus sustainability efforts and key players ensure that 
both components of the sustainability initiative as well as key players were not missed 
during the data collection process. 
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Chapter 4 
Findings and Conclusions  
This study was driven by five research questions. Data collected for this study 
was collected from December 2010 to September 2011. Sources of data for this study 
include participant interviews and public documents. More specifically, 38 participant 
interviews divided into six stakeholder groups: students, administrators, faculty, staff, 
alumni, and contracted employees. Also utilized in this study were a number of publically 
available institutional reports, documents, communications, website timelines, and 
newspaper articles. Quotations from interview participants from the six stakeholder 
groups as well as information compiled from publically available documents, mentioned 
above were utilized to respond to the research questions. This chapter is comprised of 
narrative responses for each research question with summary information found at the 
conclusion of each research question and a very brief summary is provided at the 
conclusion of this chapter.  
Research Question 1 
What were the Definitive Steps Taken in the Progression of the Institution’s 
Strategic Planning Process? 
In responding to the first research question, What were the Definitive Steps Taken 
in the Progression of the Institution’s Strategic Planning Process?, participant interviews 
and institutional strategic planning documents, reports, communications, and websites 
were utilized. The campus’ strategic planning process for UIC initially began in 2002 as a 
strategic thinking exercise led by the former Provost and Vice Chancellor of Academic 
Affairs. The strategic planning process employed a team of nearly 30, including 
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administrators, faculty, staff, and students. The strategic planning effort was organized 
and carried out independently of the other two campuses of the institution as a strategic 
thinking exercise designed as a way to think thematically about the campus. An 
administrator reflected upon the scope of the strategic planning process:  
Largely, and I don’t know if you know the history of our campus, which kind of a 
yours, mine, and ours campus in terms of the way the various pieces have all sorts 
of different histories…There really hadn’t been any single thematic thinking 
about the campus at large and how the various parts fit together…That really 
turned into a very self-reflective document…That really is an expanded version of 
our values, our aspirations, our goals and for the first time…sampled the entire 
campus in a ground up or a bottom up mechanism. Thousands of people were 
involved, to learn about what we felt about our campus and what our goals and 
values were. That process led to a mission... 
The institution’s strategic planning process lasted nearly two years and sought 
input from all campus stakeholders including faculty, staff, and students and incorporated 
input from about 70 percent of the units on campus including departments, colleges, and 
support units. The strategic thinking process involved a series of town hall meetings and 
also included surveys. Regular committee meetings were held for a nearly a year. A 
website was created to allow for feedback and updates. The strategic thinking process 
concluded with a final report.  
In 2005, the institution welcomed a new president, who directed a strategic 
planning process at the institutional level for all three of the campuses. Annual progress 
reports were required from each of the three campuses from the years, 2006 to 2009. The 
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president resigned in September 2009 and a new president joined the institution in May 
2010. To date, the system level strategic planning process has had little further direction. 
In February 2011, the campus level strategic planning process at this institution remains 
at a standstill until key administrative vacancies are filled at the campus level.  
While typical strategic planning components were deployed including the 
surveying of key stakeholders and the utilization of a strengths, opportunities, 
weaknesses, threats (SWOT) analysis, no formal theory, method, or approach was found 
to be utilized in the campus level’s initial strategic thinking process or the strategic 
planning exercise that followed at the direction of the President. One former 
administrator reflected upon the way in which the strategic planning process evolved:  
I am a scientist by disciplinary training so I didn’t know anything about the 
formal theory of planning and my co-chair of the strategic thinking process was 
more versed in that, so we did a number of things that one would do in a sort of 
way of strategic planning and the document that’s got the usual components – the 
vision, the mission, and the strategic thinking, we talked about, the environment, 
the people, and the institution. In the plan, we were down to goals and actions, so 
the classic components of a strategic plan, which overlap each other and so there’s 
a bit of accounting in there, but in my view, ensures you have good coverage of 
all aspects of it and we have a SWOT analysis and things like that, as well as 
environmental scans and so on and so forth, so although we didn’t approach it in a 
formal rigorous way. I think it’s very natural do it that way, actually…So I think I 
approached it in the way that I felt you should do a strategic plan just from my 
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own background and experience. It’s quite natural that it matched up against a 
more verbal approach to strategic planning. 
While no one involved in the strategic planning process can point to a specific 
theory of strategic planning method utilized in this process, one administrator involved in 
the strategic planning process described the process as the “shampoo method” of strategic 
planning. The administrator reflected on the approach to the strategic planning process in 
further detail:  
It’s the shampoo mechanism of planning, rinse repeat, rinse repeat, but the 
thinking always comes first. We’ve been very good about continuing that. We sit 
down and think first. And to do that right, it takes time. In many cases, two 
years...For the campus master plan it took almost a full year…six months until we 
finally got through it and then produced a values document. It’s not huge, but it 
drove that process, very clearly, so the plan was to move from that to strategic 
planning.  
The institution’s strategic planning process initially began with a strategic 
thinking exercise and then evolved into a cohesive strategic plan reflective of all types of 
institutional stakeholders. While every effort was made to ensure that both internal and 
external stakeholders were included in the process, the input of external stakeholders was 
not defined as a high priority. One administrator recalls the level of involvement of 
different types of stakeholders: 
I would say when we set up formal meetings, for the units or by job classification, 
those were good. We also had open town hall meetings. Those were probably not 
so well attended, but I know we did feel that we really reached out and made 
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contact with almost every aspect of the campus. I think the thing that we maybe 
didn’t do very well might have been going out to the… I think we did a good job 
touching all the internal entities of the campus, but not so much external.  
Reflection is an important part of the strategic planning process in evaluating 
efforts and implementing changes moving forward. It is evident that the institution took 
the appropriate time to reflect on stakeholder participation and involvement.   
Summary. In summary, in response to the first research question, What were the 
definitive steps taken in the progression of the institution’s strategic planning process?, 
no formal method of strategic planning was utilized during the strategic planning process. 
However, typical elements of strategic planning including the strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities, and threats (SWOT) analysis were deployed as a means to assess the 
strategic planning process.  
The campus’ strategic planning process initially began in 2002, as a strategic 
thinking exercise. This initial process took nearly two years. A final report resulted from 
the campus’ strategic planning process. A website was regularly updated throughout the 
process and still remains live today as an important institutional historical document 
archiving the strategic planning process. A broad range and large number of internal 
stakeholders provided input in the strategic planning process. As a means to gather input 
from stakeholders, a series of town hall meetings were held for different types of 
stakeholders. However, seeking input from external stakeholders was not a central 
priority of the strategic planning process. A team of nearly 30, comprised of 
administrators, faculty, staff, and students composed the committee that led the campus’ 
strategic planning process. The committee charged to lead the strategic planning process 
 106 
designed it openly without a methodical framework as a means to leave the process open 
and free flowing rather than specifically scripted by a particular method or theory.  
In February 2005, a new president was hired and began a strategic planning effort 
for the institution. The campus played a role in the strategic planning process for the 
system. The president resigned in September 2009 and a new president was hired in May 
2010. Since May 2010, the president has had little involvement in the continuation or 
discussion of further strategic planning. In early 2011, the institution’s chancellor 
distributed a mass e-mail communication to the campus community outlining the status 
of the campus’ strategic planning process and providing a progress report. The e-mail 
communication stated that the current strategic planning process would remain on hold 
until a number of other administrative cabinet vacancies were filled in the coming year.  
Research Question 2  
How did the Institution’s Approach to Strategic Planning Compare with the 
Approach Set Forth by Keller? 
In responding to the second research question, How did the Institution’s Approach 
to Strategic Planning Compare with the Approach Set Forth by Keller?, participant 
interview transcripts were utilized. Keller (1983) builds upon prior work by Schendel and 
Hofer (1979) and defines strategy as “agreeing on some aims and having a plan to defeat 
one’s enemies – or to arrive at a destination through the effective use of resources,”       
(p. 75). Prior to discussing the characteristics that distinguish strategic planning, Keller 
(1983) outlines 10 ideas about what strategic planning is not. “It is not the production of a 
blue print,” (p. 140). “It is not a set of platitudes,” (p. 140). “It is not the personal vision 
of the president or board of trustees,” (p. 141). “It is not a collection of departmental 
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plans, compiled and edited,” (p. 141). “Strategic decision making is not done by 
planners,” (p. 141). “It is not a substitution of numbers for important intangibles,” (p. 
141).”It is not a form of surrender to market conditions and trends,” (p. 142). “Strategic 
planning is not something done on annual retreat,” (p. 142). “It is not a way of 
eliminating risks,” (p.142). It is not an attempt to read tea leaves and outwit the future,” 
(p. 142).   
Further, Keller (1983) proposes that strategic planning has six distinguishing 
features, which are provided. “Academic strategic decision making means that a college, 
school, or university, and its leaders are active rather than passive about their position in 
history,” (p. 143). “Strategic planning looks outward and is focused on keeping the 
institution in step with the changing environment,” (p. 145). “Academic strategy making 
is competitive, recognizing that higher education is subject to economic market 
conditions and increasingly strong competition,” (p. 146). “Strategic planning 
concentrates on decisions, not on document plans, analyses, forecasts, and goals,” (p. 
148). “Strategy making is a blend of rational and economic analysis, political 
maneuvering, and psychological interplay. It is therefore participatory and highly tolerant 
of controversy,” (p. 148). “Strategic planning concentrates on the fate of the institution 
above everything else,” (p. 150).  
While the institution did not deploy a specific theory or method of strategic 
planning in its strategic planning process, which began with a strategic thinking exercise, 
the institution’s strategic planning process does exhibit a number of the six characteristics 
defined by Keller (1983) that distinguish strategic planning. Without having carried out a 
defined sequence of strategic planning activities, the institutional strategic planning 
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process did deploy one of the routine tools of many methods of strategic planning 
processes, a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis, which 
initially began with a strategic thinking effort. The institution’s strategic planning process 
initially began with a strategic thinking effort was started as a means to begin thinking 
broadly about the institution and its direction for the future. One administrator recollects 
the need for strategic thinking as the appropriate means to begin the strategic planning 
process as well as the need to spend the appropriate time thoroughly utilizing the strategic 
thinking process and including a multitude of institutional stakeholders in the process. 
The administrator commented on the strategic planning process:  
It’s worked so far and I think it works particularly well on an academic campus 
where a conversation, discussion, and inclusion are what we’re about. That is 
what a campus is about, the academic conversation, if you’re going to do your 
planning in a different way, then you’ve basically defeated the purpose of the 
campus. It also needs to be understood that we’re not going away tomorrow. So, 
you have the time to do it right. The faculty are here. There’s always this need for 
someone to come in and re-carpet everything. It’s better to sit down and think 
about it for awhile. The building’s not going anywhere. The people are here. 
There’s a since of urgency always, but we’re…Urbana’s been there for 150 years. 
The College of Pharmacy has been here for 150 years. Take another year. Get it 
right. Include everybody and then you’ll have something that’s sustainable in the 
long run because people will have bought in, because it’s theirs. There’s nothing 
bought in. They developed it. The sense of buy in is an after the fact. They didn’t 
buy in. They built it. And, that’s worked out very well for us as I said, we for 
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example did, for general education, there was no issues and I don’t think there’s 
many campuses that have changed their general education as drastically as we did 
and moved over in toto without these fights that go on. 
The administrator’s recollection of the institution’s strategic planning process is 
evident of the need and importance of the role that thinking first has played in the 
institutional strategic planning process.  
Two of the six features Keller (1983) utilizes to distinguish strategic planning are 
evident in the institution’s strategic planning process. “Academic strategic decision 
making means that a college, school, or university, and its leaders are active rather than 
passive about their position in history,” (p. 143). “Strategic planning looks outward and is 
focused on keeping the institution in step with the changing environment,” (p. 145). The 
institution has demonstrated that it continues to think forward and remains focused on the 
next elements and successive components and priorities that should be incorporated into 
the institution’s strategic planning process. An administrator recollects about the future of 
the institution’s strategic planning process:  
We still have to…There’s lots of parts…I think there’s a real student success, 
student enrollment piece we need to be doing. The academic directions piece will 
need to be grown and understand where our real academic strengths are. That will 
grow out of the academic directions task force, but that will take awhile to really 
sit and think and that’s going to be difficult for people. I think there’s a need to 
start to revisit the Great Cities Initiative, what does that mean? We hear a lot 
about global leaders. We interact heavily with the community. Where is UIC in 
this? What are our goals? What are our strengths? Do we really want to produce 
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global leaders? Is that really what’s worked in the current realm of things? Maybe 
not. Maybe we want to turn it on its head and rethink it. What about community 
leaders? Maybe those are global leaders. It’s just a different way of approaching 
the problem. We have global leaders trying to run school districts that are failing, 
maybe it’s better to think about it from a different point of view. So, I think that 
can be used to sit down and think about what that means, the kind of University 
we are, who we serve and how we direct, which different than perhaps the other 
campuses. And so, what’s our niche and how do we want to go about doing 
it?...the marketing plan, identity, those sorts of things we need to understand 
better. Administrative services, just how we go about doing our administrative 
business not so much administration, but the processes on campus and how those 
relate to finances and the health sciences piece is big. I think those would tie out 
most of the issues.  
The administrator demonstrated the institution’s forward thinking about elements 
and future areas of focus and institutional priorities to incorporate into the future strategic 
planning process. Additionally, the administrator proposes what the next version of the 
institution’s strategic planning process may incorporate and demonstrates the relationship 
between other existing and concurrent institutional planning initiatives. The administrator 
said:  
I think for the strategic plan when it happens, will kind of take the format of those 
kinds of directions, some of which already have been in some sense completed. 
The campus master plan, the diversity plan, the research plan, and so we’ll draw 
from those plans, which draw from the campus at large to build the strategic plan, 
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so the strategic plan will be a representation of the various operating plans that we 
have on campus already or the strategic plans within a very specific area, so each 
section of the strategic plan will really be represented by a one to two year 
internal vetting process, a thinking piece, and then a one to two year planning 
piece for that particular area, so the campus will really know what it wants to do 
and with anything else. And as with anything else, the continuing conversation is 
important because that’s what drives things forward and the engagement. You can 
write a wonderful plan on paper, but if there’s nobody in the room, nobody’s 
going to care. And so, we used to have things that sat on shelves that still sit on 
shelves. That process by the way of… inclusion is how we’ve done just about 
everything. Recently, we changed our entire general education program the same 
way. We spent about six months vetting and talking and moved forward with it 
rather than having it sit in a room and decide where it was going to be.  
The administrator’s comments about the need for taking the appropriate 
time and doing the strategic thinking process is explained. Also, the relationship 
between other existing and concurrent institutional planning initiatives is clear. 
This process allows cohesiveness between various institutional planning 
activities.  
Keller (1983) discusses the notion that “strategic planning concentrates on the fate 
of the institution above everything else,” (p. 150). An administrator commented on the 
forward thinking approach of the institutional strategic planning process.  
It has so far and I think we hope to keep that model moving. We need to adjust 
because of the budget situation, but as long as we can continue to use the budget 
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modeling that we’re using and the planning modeling that we’re using and not 
panic if you will. I think we’re in really good shape. That doesn’t mean that 
everything is good. Things will shrink. We’ll be forced to become more efficient. 
We’ll be forced to become smaller. We’ve taken about as much out of the 
buildings as we can take in terms of differed maintenance. We’ve taken about as 
much out of the processes on campus as we can in terms of what I would call 
differed process. Everything’s one deep. If that person is out for a day, everything 
stops for a day. 
The administrator’s comments illustrated the importance of continuing to move forward 
with campus strategic planning activities, but also recognized the need to ensure that the 
institution adapts to the necessary changes in future strategic planning activities.  
Keller (1983) argues that “strategy making is a blend of rational and economic 
analysis, political maneuvering, and psychological interplay. It is therefore participatory 
and highly tolerant of controversy,” (p. 148). An administrator commented on the level of 
risk and specific types of risks associated with the institution’s strategic planning process. 
The administrator said:  
The risks that often happen in my mind are because a person is…not participating 
in the process is the biggest issue. Having a large bottom up process mitigates a 
very large portion of the risk because you learn immediately what not to do. 
Because you’ve heard somebody say wait a second that’s not going to work. 
Somebody who understands it on the ground level. So, I think for most of the 
things we’ve done, we’ve minimized risk through the thinking process if you will 
and let the thinking process drive the planning. That doesn’t mean there’s a 
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budget risk associated, but at least you have a good sense of what’s going to 
happen. 
The administrator’s thoughts and comments and provide evidence of the type of 
perceived stakeholder institution’s strategic planning process and illustrates the rules of 
the game in participating in the process at the vantage point of the different stakeholder 
levels within the institution. The administrator’s comments also illustrate one of Keller’s 
features that distinguishes strategic planning, the acknowledgement of the involvement of 
risk, rational and economic analysis and psychological interplay.  
Summary. In summary, in responding to the second research question, How did 
the Institution’s Approach to Strategic Planning Compare with the Approach Set Forth 
by Keller?, participant interview transcripts were utilized. Thoughts and comments from 
participant interviews illustrated evidence of the utilization of four of the features 
outlined by Keller to distinguish strategic planning.  
Research Question 3  
Utilizing the Features Outlined by Keller (1983) to Distinguish Strategic 
Planning, How Has the Implementation of Institutional Sustainability Efforts 
Led to Changes Within the Institution in Terms of Incorporating 
Sustainability Policies, Practices, Programs, and Initiatives? 
 In responding to the third research question, Utilizing the Features Outlined by 
Keller (1983) to Distinguish Strategic Planning, How Has the Implementation of 
Institutional Sustainability Efforts Led to Changes Within the Institution in Terms of 
Incorporating Sustainability Policies, Practices, Programs, and Initiatives?, participant 
interviews were utilized as well as institutional reports, documents, newspaper articles, 
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websites, and social networking sites outlining and cataloguing the institution’s 
sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives.  
Keller (1983) defines six criteria to distinguish strategic planning from other 
forms of planning, management, and analysis. Briefly, these six features outlined by 
Keller (1983) include the following: 1. “Academic strategic decision making means that a 
college, school, or university and its leaders are active rather than passive about their 
position in history,” (p. 143). 2. “Strategic planning looks outward is focused on keeping 
the institution in step with the changing environment,” (p. 145). 3. “Academic strategy 
making is competitive, recognizing that higher education is subject to economic market 
conditions and to increasingly strong competition,” (p. 146). 4. “Strategic planning 
concentrates on decisions, not on document plans, analyses, forecasts, and goals,”          
(p. 148). 5. “Strategy making is a blend of rational and economic analysis, political 
maneuvering, and psychological interplay. It is therefore participatory and highly tolerant 
of controversy,” (p. 148). 6. “Strategic planning concentrates on the fate of the institution 
above everything else,” (p. 150).  
The first and second features defined by Keller (1983) outlined above are 
evidenced in the institution’s sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. 
These two distinguishing features outlined by Keller (1983) include “academic strategic 
decision making means that a college, school, or university and its leaders are active 
rather than passive about their position in history,” (p. 143) and “strategic planning looks 
outward is focused on keeping the institution in step with the changing environment,”    
(p. 145). These features are evidenced in the campus’ continued active engagement in a 
number of different campus initiatives and programs and more specifically, in the context 
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of this study, both the campus’ strategic planning and sustainability initiatives. The study 
revealed that for the most part, both of the institutional strategic planning and 
sustainability initiatives have occurred independently of each other, but both have the 
potential and intent to become integrated in the future. One administrator discusses the 
notion of the possibility of developing a strategic plan related to energy or sustainability:  
So, I think at some point, if we really want to do a sustainability or an energy plan 
that we would really need to think about that and that will probably happen as we 
do the strategic plan. Some of that happened when we did the campus master 
plan. Certainly since… the writing and things that we do, but the campus ought to 
have either a plan or a more of a set of values that relate to sustainability, which 
we don’t have at the moment. That would be the kind of thinking thing and then 
once you start that then sustainability becomes much more than a carbon 
footprint. There’s a whole series of sustainability issues. The budget thing is a 
sustainability issue. The fiscal nature of the buildings being a sustainability issue. 
The relationship to the community and to the City being a sustainability issue. 
The relationship to the University at large is a sustainability issue. These are 
all…relationships are all sustainability issues, so I think that document if we start 
to do it, would be quite interesting. 
This study revealed that the institutional strategic planning process and the 
institution’s implementation of sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives 
have had very little integration and have for the most part occurred as independent 
processes. The study also revealed a number of isolated examples of individual 
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components of institutional sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives 
that evidence distinguishing features of strategic planning as defined by Keller (1983).  
A significant key theme that emerged from participant interviews with the six 
stakeholder groups is the need for the campus’ recycling initiative to increase awareness 
among institutional stakeholders on campus including students, faculty, and staff, by 
increasing the visibility and understanding of the recycling initiative through improved 
marketing and communication efforts. A student discusses the challenges with the 
institution’s recycling initiative. The student stated:  
...the majority of what I’ve seen of students (of undergrads)…is that students 
come to UIC as freshman, not really knowing the ins and outs of recycling. When 
I was a recycling intern, I thought I was doing a good job in getting the message 
out there, but apparently not, because a lot of people have asked, whether  there is 
recycling, where is the recycling bin, what goes in the recycling bin? 
The participant is a student and former recycling intern and has encountered first-
hand, the challenges faced by the institution’s recycling program. Another student echoed 
similar thoughts and concerns with regard to of the challenges of the recycling program. 
The student contended:  
I think it’s (institution’s sustainability initiative) is well-known. I think that people 
do respect it, but I do think that there’s a lot of uncertainty about a lot certain 
things, like for example, our recycling program. They just take everything and 
throw it into one bin. So, people get really confused as to if their things are getting 
recycled or not and things like that need to be communicated a little bit better 
because people need to feel like these efforts are worthwhile so that they go and 
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put the extra effort into actually recycling something. But, they do seem to be 
doing a lot and there is data to prove that, but I just think that people aren’t 
completely aware of that. 
This participant also stated similar thoughts about the challenges facing the 
institution’s recycling program and the lack of awareness of the student body in the 
importance of the program’s efforts as well as the need for everyone to participate at the 
individual level in the institution’s recycling program by sorting out their waste and 
putting it in the appropriate bins.  
The institutional recycling is mandated by state law and is therefore a mandatory 
institutional sustainability initiative. However, the recycling program does face 
challenges as participants outlined above. As a means to address communication issues 
related to the institution’s recycling initiative, training sessions for building service 
workers were held by the Office of Sustainability. These training and education sessions 
outlined the importance of the role of building service workers and also helped to 
achieved the buy in of the building service workers in implementing the recycling 
practices in campus buildings. The training and education sessions also helped to more 
clearly define the role and responsibility of office occupants in sorting and disposing of 
their office waste appropriately. A staff member recounts the evolution of the process of 
developing and delivering the training and education sessions for building service 
workers:  
…As a former planning student, the closest thing I’ve had to a really 
true…stakeholder participatory sort of meeting (in the sustainability initiative) has 
been when I helped train building service workers on how the recycling program 
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works. The format for these meetings was sort of...We started with the building 
service workers management and we met with them to talk about how they run 
their program and how they operating the buildings and any challenges that may 
exist with recycling and then we, with their support, had a series of scheduled 
meetings for the different shifts on the different sides of campus. There were four 
total and I went to these meetings and gave a presentation on recycling and how it 
works, how it’s supposed to work, and how it was changing, because there was 
this sort of issue in the format of how the recycling program works and there has 
been some tension about whether it’s the responsibility of the building service 
worker to go into every staff member’s office and empty out their garbage and 
recycling and so by adding recycling, we were theoretically giving them more 
work, but we had changed that. So, we needed to explain to them that this was the 
official sort of University policy. 
The process of designing and delivering the educational training sessions 
specifically tailored to building service workers helped to more clearly define the role 
and responsibility of office occupants in buildings in sorting and emptying their office 
trash into the hallway recycling units. The training and education sessions also 
highlighted the role of the building service workers in disposing of campus waste and 
supporting the recycling process. This joint training and education effort was 
instrumental in furthering the institution’s recycling initiative by including two major 
stakeholder groups crucial to the success of institutional recycling initiatives, building 
service workers and building occupants. Building service workers handle and dispose of 
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institutional waste and building occupants create and dispose of waste in their daily 
operations.  
The training and education sessions for building service workers provided a 
connection between these two stakeholder groups by involving the Office of 
Sustainability as the facilitator of the training and education sessions. The training and 
education sessions helped to bridge the gap between the two stakeholder groups and 
bolstered the success of the recycling initiative by improving communication and 
understanding.  
A balance of knowledge and communication was needed to achieve 
understanding and buy in from the institution’s building service workers and train them 
how to address staff members who handle their waste appropriately. A staff member 
involved in the development and delivery of the training and education sessions for 
building service workers recounts the implementation of the process of building service 
workers. The staff member reflected on the process: 
We needed to make sure all the building service workers know that, so if they 
encounter staff in their daily jobs, so that if there’s a problem, they can bring it to 
us and we can mediate. It’s all in the effort of getting the word out about recycling 
and showing people why it’s important that they do their part, but also that the 
University’s doing its part to sort of be responsible and manage the waste removal 
on campus effectively. I think it’s still somewhat of a foreign concept here…and 
at these meetings, it was a really good opportunity for the building service 
workers to explain issues that they may have like problems with location of larger 
bins or anything else. So, it was a great place to get feedback…We really value 
 120 
the work of the building service workers because they’re the ones that are sort of 
the eyes on the street…They interact with people or at least should be, but I can 
imagine that regular old staff or students, maybe they don’t know their building 
service workers very well or treat them with a lot of respect. Yeah and so that’s 
something we wanted to do and we hoped to do that eventually to sort of 
recognize the work that they’re doing and the fact that yeah everyone is doing 
their part by recycling, but that these people are doing a tremendous job by 
actually getting that stuff out of the building. 
The implementation of the training and education sessions for building service 
workers evidenced two of Keller’s (1983) criteria of features that distinguish strategic 
planning. “Strategic planning concentrates on decisions, not on document plans, analyses, 
forecasts, and goals,” (p. 148). “Strategic planning looks outward is focused on keeping 
the institution in step with the changing environment,” (p. 145). 
The first of Keller’s criteria was evidenced in terms of the approach deployed in 
the design and delivering of the training and education sessions, which were decision 
based and in response to a certain issue and never laid out in any sort of planning process 
related to the sustainability initiative. A specific need was determined and the training 
and education sessions were delivered as a result of that need. Additionally, the training 
and education sessions were also illustrative of the second of Keller’s criteria. Though 
there is little incorporation of the sustainability initiative in the current version of the 
institution’s strategic plan, the deployment of the training and education sessions is 
outward looking and serves as a means to meet a need to allow the institution to respond 
to the changing environment, rather than remain stagnant and not address needs as they 
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arise, which may improve the flow and ensure the success of institutional operational 
needs.  
In conjunction with the initial introduction of training and education sessions for 
building service workers, the initiative has further progressed. A recognition program for 
building service workers began in late 2011 as a means to recognize the efforts of 
building service workers for their efforts to improve the recycling initiative on campus. 
The recognition program is highlighted on the Office of Sustainability’s blog with photos 
of specific building service workers being recognized.  
As a means to assess the effectiveness of the institution’s recycling program, an 
analysis of building level recycling data correlated with the timing of the training and 
education sessions for building service workers on building level recycling rates is near 
completion. Additionally, recycling educational videos are being produced and are being 
posted on the institution’s updated recycling website. The institution has also joined a 
national initiative, the RePaper Challenge, which aimed at decreasing the total paper use 
on campus. The institution conducted an audit of a few of its campus buildings during the 
Fall 2011 semester. The institution’s participation in the RePaper Challenge was 
highlighted on the Office of Sustainability’s Facebook page and also on their website.  
Another example utilizing two of Keller’s (1983) six features to distinguish 
strategic planning that occurred in the implementation of an institutional sustainability 
initiative on campus was the development of the Unplug Campaign, a means to 
encourage energy conservation on campus. The two features defined by Keller (1983) are 
“academic strategic decision making means that a college, school, or university and its 
leaders are active rather than passive about their position in history,” (p. 143) and 
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“strategic planning looks outward is focused on keeping the institution in step with the 
changing environment,” (p. 145). Initially, the campaign faced some marketing 
challenges. A staff member involved in the implementation of the initiative recounts the 
development of the initiative:  
…It’s been in sort of limbo. We tried to package it all as one big energy 
conservation campaign. And I don’t know if it was put together in the best way or 
organized properly or scheduled or whatever, but it is a long-term sort of multi-
year effort, a way to get the word out about basically getting people to turn off 
their lights when they’re not in their office, turn off their computers and that sort 
of thing. And we do energy conservation pushes every now and again, but we 
didn’t really put together a great sort of package for Unplug. This is another one 
of those larger issues…that is an opportunity to bring in the marketing staff at the 
University to do something about it and that has not been done yet. But, I think 
the marketing office here is starting to get a handle on things. We spent a lot of 
time in our office going back and forth with ideas and sort of mock-ups and that 
was the thing that we came up with and we had the budget to buy lots and lots of 
these stickers and so that’s something we’re planning to do over the next year is 
make sure that these stickers get into as many places as possible. One way we’ve 
been trying to do that is through the building service workers and these trainings 
where I was talking about recycling, we also had these stickers and we told them 
about it and we didn’t require that everyone take them and put them up, but we’ve 
been trying to get that done…I notice them a lot around where I go, but I don’t 
know necessarily go everywhere on campus… 
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The staff member’s anecdote as an example of both of Keller’s (1983) features 
that distinguish strategic planning outlined above. The first, “academic strategic 
decision making means that a college, school, or university and its leaders are 
active rather than passive about their position in history,” (p. 143) and the second, 
“strategic planning looks outward is focused on keeping the institution in step 
with the changing environment,” (p. 145). 
 Another component of the sustainability initiative that illustrates the spirit of one 
of Keller’s (1983), features to distinguish strategic planning lies in relation to the energy 
and utility usage conservation. “Strategic planning looks outward and is focused on 
keeping the institution in step with the changing environment,” (p. 145). A shadow 
billing program initially began in 2009. A staff member recounts the challenges 
associated with implementing the shadow billing program:  
With the shadow billing program…That might affect some change. A very 
common complaint that we get from people is that. It’s the nature of the centrally 
managed heating and cooling system on campus. It’s the middle of winter and 
their office is 90 degrees… 
The comment by the staff member is an indication that change needs to be 
incorporated in terms of decreased energy usage. While tangible institutional changes in 
terms of sustainability initiatives directly decreasing energy consumption, and increasing 
recycling efforts has not occurred on a large scale on campus, small changes have 
resulted due to the implementation of sustainability policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives over nearly five years that have begun to make an impact. A faculty member 
discusses the way in which small, incremental changes occur on campus: 
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This is a big problem with how we organize institutions and democratic societies 
and how could we more cleverly do stuff. So the good news of the story to me is 
people that see that there is the need for change and to say okay we can do this 
thing like recycling. We’re not going to use heaters in offices now. We’re going 
to get the windows fixed. You just do the stuff that you can do but, you then just 
frame it in the context of this more ambitious set of changes – learning strategies 
and experiences. 
The anecdote by the faculty member recognizes that big changes do not occur 
immediately and that small changes do occur, which in turn, lead to larger and broader 
scope of institutional changes in the future when measured in total efforts.  
 Summary. In summary, in responding to the third research question, Utilizing the 
Features Outlined by Keller (1983) to Distinguish Strategic Planning, How Has the 
Implementation of Institutional Sustainability Efforts Led to Changes Within the 
Institution in Terms of Incorporating Sustainability Policies, Practices, Programs, and 
Initiatives?, participant interview transcripts were analyzed as well as institutional 
reports, documents, newspaper articles, websites, and social networking sites outlining 
and cataloguing the institution’s sustainability policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives. In three separate and distinct examples, which include the delivery of 
education and training sessions to building service workers to increase the impact of the 
institution’s recycling initiative, the increased marketing and awareness of the Unplug 
campaign to increase energy efficiency on campus, and the implementation of the 
shadow billing initiative. As discussed above, these three examples of sustainability 
initiatives encompass the spirit of three of the features to distinguish strategic planning as 
 125 
defined by Keller (1983) in their execution. The first, “academic strategic decision 
making means that a college, school, or university and its leaders are active rather than 
passive about their position in history,” (p. 143), the second, “strategic planning looks 
outward is focused on keeping the institution in step with the changing environment, (p. 
143), and the third, “strategic planning concentrates on decisions, not on document plans, 
analyses, forecasts, and goals,” (p. 148). 
Research Question 4 
How Did the Strategic Planning Process Incorporate the Institution’s 
Environmental Sustainability Objectives? 
In responding to this research question, it was important to utilize a number of 
publically available documents including the institution’s most recent master plan, both 
the student and faculty staff newspaper, and participant interview transcripts. The 
institution’s strategic thinking document produced as a final product of the most recent 
strategic planning effort included a brief discussion of environmental elements that 
impact the campus including an environmental scan of institution and the campus’ 
relationship the major city that borders the edge of the campus. The environmental scan 
focuses on the physical environment of the campus from a planning standpoint and 
briefly mentions topic areas including landscape, architecture, and accessibility issues. 
An administrator recollected the composition of the institution’s strategic plan:  
In the strategic plan, you’ll see an environmental assessment, you’ll see that it 
was required, which talked about the politics and the community and relationships 
and such. That was mandated by President. That’s a particularly important piece 
for us because of who we are and how we came to be and where we sit and the 
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relationships we have and the expectations of the campus, by the communities, by 
the state, by the University, and various politicians. We get pulled in many, many 
different directions in carrying out the master planning process.  
The administrator explained the link between the institution’s strategic plan and 
its sustainability initiatives. While the strategic plan has little reference to the 
environment and institutional sustainability initiatives, the master plan document 
lacks a specific focus on creating institutional environmental sustainability 
initiatives.  
While the campus’ master plan, the physical plan for the campus, is not a specific 
plan related to the institution’s strategic planning initiative, it is important to recognize 
how the relationship of the physical planning of campus is part of the institution’s 
strategic objectives and also its sustainability initiatives. The campus master plan was in 
the process of being updated during the creation of the strategic thinking document 
discussed above. The current version of the institution’s master plan, last updated in 
November 2010, includes three main areas of focus “cohesion and clarity, connections, 
and a sense of place,” (UIC  Master Plan, 2010). The master plan does include a sub area 
of focus, which is a sustainability component that includes five focus areas of 
sustainability: “energy efficient building design, sustainable growth, transportation 
options, less surface parking, and improved landscapes,” (UIC  Master Plan, 2010).  
While the study revealed little correlation between the implementation of the 
inclusion of environmental sustainability, in the institution’s previous strategic planning 
exercise, the study revealed a number of thoughts and recommendations regarding the 
realization of the need to incorporate environmental sustainability practices and 
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initiatives into future institutional strategic planning efforts. However, the incorporation 
of sustainability will require a significant level of buy in from a number of administrators 
before it may be fully incorporated in a future strategic planning exercise. A staff 
member described the need for buy in with relation to the integration of sustainability in 
the strategic planning process:  
Definitely the buy in from the administrators is key. I think it has to be included 
(sustainability), so right now, I think it needs to be in the strategic plan. We’re 
going to be doing another strategic plan. It’s on hold right now because we have 
some key administrative vacancies, but it is going to be revisited. If you actually 
look at the old strategic plan, it talks a little bit about the environment in terms of 
physical environment and sustainability is not a key. Now compare that to the 
master planning, where sustainability was a huge focus. I think that when we do 
the strategic plan and update it, that has to be a core value as well. So you need 
your administrative buy in. You need that valued by, as a key goal in the strategic 
plan, but I also think it should be a key value in student’s academics as well. The 
reason why almost every other school has a sustainability office or is in the 
process of getting it, it’s what students expect. Now, some argue that it’s hard to 
have degrees in sustainability because that’s more of a concept. But, there are 
definitely programs that you can develop with sustainability in mind. But, it’s 
something that students expect, so incorporating buy in from administrators, 
having that as a core value in your strategic plan and also, in your student affairs, 
value by your students. 
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While the staff member acknowledged that achieving administrative buy in was 
necessary in incorporating sustainability into the strategic planning process, the staff 
member also outlined the importance in gaining momentum and moving forward to 
realize the goal of incorporating sustainability more deeply into the institutional culture:  
I think you have to be fluid in this. This is such a new thing, that you have to 
figure out, what’s going to work for your institution and again, if you’ve got the 
buy in from your top administrators and by all accounts, the new president, even 
the board. The chairman of the Board of Trustees wants sustainability reports that 
we have to prepare, not for every board meeting, but almost every meeting, he 
wants a sustainability update. So when you talk about administrator support, we 
have it, but it doesn’t necessarily…We’re so used to all these protocols and 
having committees and doing this and I think that particularly with this, you just 
have to be more fluid to get to a structure that actually gets things done. You have 
the buy in with administrators. Forget that. They’re going to rubber stamp 
anything that you want, which is a great position to be in, but I think that you 
have to kind of move forward with that.  
Thus, the institutional culture seems to be willing to incorporate sustainability into 
institutional strategic planning efforts, however the buy in from the appropriate 
stakeholder levels is an important element and needs to occur to ensure the proper 
integration of efforts within the institution.  
Additionally, recognition of the need for integration of sustainability policies, 
practices, programs, and initiatives into future strategic planning efforts was identified in 
the study. An administrator involved in the strategic thinking, strategic planning, and 
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master planning exercises reflected upon the need to include sustainability in future 
strategic planning exercises with the potential for the need to develop a plan specifically 
focused on sustainability and/or energy for the campus:  
So, I think at some point, if we really want to do a sustainability or an energy plan 
that we would really need to think about that and that will probably happen as we 
do the strategic plan. Some of that happened when we did the campus master 
plan. Certainly since… the writing and things that we do, but the campus ought to 
have either a plan or a more of a set of values that relate to sustainability, which 
we don’t have at the moment. That would be the kind of thinking and then once 
you start that then sustainability becomes much more than a carbon footprint. 
There’s a whole series of sustainability issues. The budget thing is a sustainability 
issue. The fiscal nature of the buildings being a sustainability issue and the 
relationship to the community and to the city being a sustainability issue. The 
relationship to the University at large is also a sustainability issue. These are 
all…relationships are all sustainability issues, so I think that document if we start 
to do it, would be quite interesting.  
The administrator’s thoughts illustrate the understanding of the need to integrate 
the institution’s policies, practices, programs, and initiatives with the institution’s 
strategic planning process as well as the current market conditions such as the 
fiscal constraints facing the institution.  
In summary, in responding to the fourth research question, How did the strategic 
planning process incorporate the subject institution’s environmental sustainability 
objectives?, it was important to examine a number of publicly available documents and 
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reports as well as content on the institution’s strategic planning and Office of 
Sustainability website. The study revealed little correlation between the institution’s 
strategic planning process and the institution’s sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives. However, the study revealed that there is intent by 
administrators to later intertwine the institutional strategic planning process and 
institution’s policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. The study also revealed that the 
campus’ most recent master planning process did incorporate institutional sustainability 
efforts.  
Research Question 5  
How do the Institution’s Sustainability Efforts Compare to the Seven 
“Critical Dimensions” of Sustainability Outlined by the Association of USLF 
SAQ for Colleges and Universities Instrument?  
To respond to the final research question, How do the institution’s sustainability 
efforts compare to the seven “critical dimensions” of sustainability outlined by the 
Association of USLF SAQ for Colleges and Universities?, it was important to examine 
institutional documents and reports including the UIC Climate Action Plan, as well as to 
analyze participant interview transcripts. The Association of ULSF SAQ for Colleges and 
Universities shaped the study’s interview questions related to institutional sustainability 
policies, practices, programs, and initiatives.  
The SAQ instrument is comprised of seven categories that it considers “critical 
dimensions” of sustainability efforts within institutions of higher education.  
These seven categories include: 1. curriculum; 2. research and scholarship;          
3. operations; 4. faculty and staff development and rewards; 5. outreach and 
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service; 6. student opportunities; and 7. institutional mission, structure and 
planning (Association of ULSF, 2009).  
Details of the institution’s sustainability initiatives as they relate to the seven 
categories of “critical dimensions” of sustainability outlined by the ULSF SAQ 
instrument are outlined below following a brief discussion of the history and 
development of the institution’s sustainability initiatives and programs. The ULSF SAQ 
instrument is provided in Appendix E.  
History and development of institutional sustainability initiatives and programs.  
The majority of sustainability initiatives are organized, sponsored, or co-sponsored by the 
institution’s Office of Sustainability. The Office of Sustainability is a rather small office 
with a staff of three full-time and one part-time position. Since its initial creation in early 
2008 the direction of an initial sustainability committee and later at the recommendation 
of the Chancellor, the office has created and developed a number of initiatives, which are 
fostered and represented by a significant online presence highlighting the institution’s 
sustainability initiatives. The Office of Sustainability is directed by an Associate 
Chancellor who reports directly to the Vice Chancellor of Administrative Services. 
Additionally, as of the beginning of the Fall 2012 semester, in mid-August 2011, there 
are three graduate student and four to six undergraduate student interns as well as one 
student volunteer. Finally, at various times during the year, student and staff volunteers 
are also incorporated around various projects and initiatives. The Office of 
Sustainability’s annual budget is roughly $300,000.  
Curriculum. According the Association of ULSF SAQ for Colleges and 
Universities, institutional sustainability efforts in this category are measured through 
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institutional curricular sustainability efforts. According to the instrument criteria, the 
assessment for the curriculum category includes both courses taught and also includes the 
focus on sustainability in curricular areas such as “science, math, literature, history, and 
the arts.” Examples of sustainability-related topics that may be related in coursework 
include “globalization and sustainable development, environmental policy and 
management, environmental philosophy, nature writing, land ethics and sustainable 
agriculture, urban ecology and social justice, population, women and development, 
sustainable production and consumption,” (Association of ULSF, 2009).   
There are three sustainability related courses taught at present, which are all 
introductory level courses related to the environment, sustainability, and/or energy. The 
institution is in the process of cataloging the campus’ list of sustainability courses. This is 
a joint effort of the institution’s Office of Sustainability and the students in one of the 
early sustainability courses offered through the institution’s Honors College. This project 
began in the Spring 2011 semester.  
The curriculum category also assesses whether or not undergraduate students are 
required to take a course on environmental issues or sustainability. Though there are 
currently no institutional policies related to mandatory sustainability related courses for 
undergraduates to take a course related to the environment or to sustainability, participant 
interviews revealed the desire by some students and staff members to implement 
requirements related to sustainability education. One staff member reflected on the need 
for a sustainability-related required course for students:  
I think that there should be at least a required…There are so many things that are 
required. I hate to put one more burden on it, but I do think that there should be a 
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sustainability course. Just so you can think about things and learn what the 
definition of sustainability is and how you can help…having at least one class in it 
or having a themed semester in it or something like that, but I also think that you 
live by example, so when you go to the student centers or you go to any 
classroom, you should see sustainability in action…  
One student also discussed the importance of and need for student engagement at 
a deeper level. The student proposed more hands-on involvement for students in terms of 
research and implementation of institutional sustainability initiatives:  
I think that a very challenging academic approach would be better as in, have 
students do their own research and give them jobs to do that are legitimate and 
challenging – talking to people, maybe do some number crunching or something 
that really gets them thinking about how they can approach this issue. Not 
something that they can just write on their resume and say they were part of this 
committee, but actually learned from it. 
The student’s comment provides evidence of the perceived need by some 
stakeholders for the institution to implement a required course related to 
sustainability.  
Additionally, a related project to sustainability courses is the creation of an 
electronic textbook. The campus is involved the creation of an electronic, open source 
textbook. The electronic textbook project was significantly complete by 2011 and is 
currently available online. The project was funded by an federal Congressional directed 
grant as a means to improve postsecondary education by reducing costs of textbook for 
students. The book is focused on sustainability topics and authored by a group of over 20 
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faculty, staff, and administrators on the three (Urbana, Chicago and Springfield) 
campuses as well as University Administration staff. The textbook is intended to be used 
as the primary text in some sustainability related courses on both the Urbana and Chicago 
campuses in the Fall of 2012. A second textbook may soon be underway.  
The final area related to curriculum measured by the ULSF SAQ is the need for 
critical thinking of the role of an institution in its social and ecological systems. This 
category is defined by the function of the campus in terms of its “sources of food, water, 
and energy as well as its endpoint of waste and garbage” as well as its “sense of place” in 
terms of the campus’ “natural features, biota, and history and culture of the region.” The 
institution’s contribution to a sustainable economy and sustainable local communities, 
how the institution “views and treats its employees” including the level of involvement of 
staff and faculty in decision-making, their status and benefits, and finally the institution’s 
“basic values and core assumptions that shape the content and methods of the academic 
disciplines.” Related to closely to curriculum is research and scholarship, which is the 
second category measured by the ULSF SAQ instrument, which discussed below.  
Research and scholarship. In the area of research and scholarship, the campus 
has committed to hosting an annual symposium on sustainability and energy. The Office 
of Sustainability is involved in the promotion and planning of this event. The inaugural 
symposium was launched in August 2011 and brought together nearly 60 students from 
the institution as well as other institutions in the area to further examine and explore real 
world problems related to sustainability and energy. This symposium is expected to be an 
annual event.  
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Additionally, the campus became a signatory of the ACUPCC in September 2007. 
The campus also served as a pilot institution for the AASHE STARS initiative which 
began in 2008. The institution became a signatory of the Talloires Declaration in April 
2009. Finally, the institution has been ranked in a number of sustainability instruments 
and surveys and most recently received a Bronze rating in February 2011 as part of the 
AASHE STARS initiative. The campus is also ranked in the Princeton Review’s Guide to 
311 Green Colleges.  
It was evident that the institution’s sustainability programming has been shaped 
by its involvement and participation in a number of recognized national and international 
sustainability efforts within higher education. The campus became a signatory of the 
Tallories Declaration in April 2009. The campus also became a signatory to the 
ACUPCC in September 2007. Annual reports are required for member institutions in 
terms of assessing the sustainability programming’s member institutions and the campus 
has continued to produce the required annual reports for all commitments in which it is a 
membership institution.  
The campus also became a pilot institution to the AASHE STARS initiative in 
2008. As required by the membership of initial pilot institutions of the STARS initiative, 
the campus must provide an annual report in STARS three categories, which include:        
“education and research, operations, and finally, planning, administration, and 
engagement,” (AASHE, n.d., STARS Section). The most recent annual report, published 
in February 2011 discusses the bronze rating for 2010 (University of Illinois at Chicago, 
2011). The campus chose to participate in these national and internationally recognized 
sustainability efforts to illustrate its commitment toward sustainability. 
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However, the process of compiling the surveys and reports required per the 
membership agreements and collecting the necessary data has been a challenging task. A 
staff member recounts the process of completing the initial STARS survey:  
I was involved in the STARS survey, the initial one…We split up all of the 
STARS credits to respond to all those different answers. It was an incredible, the 
pilot, oh my gosh…the level to which it made you think of so many things in 
sustainability. Some of the parts I remember, getting the answers was hard, like in 
the bookstore. I mean all the stuff that’s associated, where were the clothes made, 
who did them locally…I’ve forgotten all the acronyms. I had never thought about 
all of this and I contacted our Legal Counsel to ask if we had signed this 
agreement. I never thought about clothing in the bookstore as something to be a 
sustainable product.  
Similarly, one faculty member commented on the broad idea of the process of 
institutions of higher education utilizing such rankings:  
This whole thing about, we’re going to be like Harvard or something, this 
obsession with rankings, is really stupid. It is astonishing to me…and so from my 
point of view, we’ve been in a downward trajectory since about 2004 when the 
last president retired.  
Besides the challenge of collecting and compiling the data, concerns have arisen 
regarding the methodology of such survey sustainability instruments and ranking with 
regard to their validity. A staff member involved in the process of compiling information 
for a recent sustainability assessment recalls the challenges associated with interpreting 
such ranking instruments:  
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It was frustrating working in that office and seeing these rankings because there’s 
other schools…First of all, look at Vermont, right, which was a state school. So, a 
lot of money was devoted to sustainability, but that was something the state 
valued…The state doesn’t value and there fund these initiatives, which can affect 
an institution’s score in these type of surveys. It is not that the state doesn’t value 
sustainability, but it’s just not that cultural value like Vermont has. Or, we don’t 
have those huge endowments that Harvard has to spend so much money on all of 
these things. I think people really like green initiatives, but trying to get funding 
for these types of initiatives has been difficult… It’s not only that, you’re 
competing for novel ideas… 
A staff member recounts the unique challenges of completing sustainability 
surveys as an institution that is a member of multi-campus system rather than a single 
institution on one sustainability survey instrument, the SEI Report Card:  
That’s been one of the major contentions when we were there is that. We couldn’t 
file separately as a school. We were the whole system, not an individual campus 
and so what we would do is lobby and we had to pay. We actually got the fee 
waived so the first two years there they had this campus listed separately. 
Because, it’s just, well we thought it wasn’t fair that we were lumped together as 
one school when we have the three individual campuses that make up the system. 
And to make it even harder, you’ve got schools, major research institutions, 
ranked in the top 60, and with federally funded research. Most systems don’t have 
that and if they do have that like the University of California, they report 
separately, like UCLA, UC-Berkley and UC-Davis. Well and then, they’re all 
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large, whereas in Michigan, nobody cares about Flint, so that everything reported 
is Ann Arbor. There’s stuff going on in Wisconsin. Wisconsin-Madison is the 
main one, but they do have a pretty robust system there, but I think they’re trying 
to pull out. So, it was really hard and I will tell you this, when I was filling out 
that stuff, the main resistance I got was that there’s no transparency in our 
Foundation and getting that data. In fact, I couldn’t one year, it was just like 
pulling teeth to get someone from there, to answer the questions, now I got all the 
information I needed from our campus, but it was going to the Foundation 
because there’s two sets of endowments. Most of the endowments go through the 
Foundation and that’s where you can get some pretty good data, from the staff 
there, but in University Administration, which I didn’t know, but there is a 
substantial endowment piece and we can’t get any information on that, so it’s like 
80/20, so it’s like 80 percent of the University’s gift dollars and endowments are 
in the Foundation and there’s 20 percent that are actually held by University 
Administration, so it was important to have both sets of data on the different types 
of endowments.  
Operations. In the category of operations, the ULSF SAQ assesses the operations 
category of institutional sustainable efforts. In terms of campus buildings, these efforts 
are assessed according to “building construction and renovation based on green design 
principles such as LEED standards and energy conservation practices, which include 
“lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, and windows.”  Also included are waste reduction 
practices such as “ecommunications, double-sided copying, ‘waste free lunch’ program, 
recycling of solid waste including paper, plastic, metal, e-waste” and the inclusion of a 
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“sustainable food program such as local, organic, and/or fair trade food, and water 
conservation practices including efficient toilets, minimal irrigation, harvested rainwater.  
Additionally, the operations category includes the utilization of sustainable 
landscaping, which emphasizes integrated pest management practices, native plants, 
biodiversity, and minimizing lawns. The operations category also includes a sustainable 
transportation program, which includes “bicycle/pedestrian friendly systems, carpools, 
bus pas programs, and biodiesel projects.” It also includes the reduction of toxic materials 
and radioactive waste. Additionally it includes environmental or sustainability 
assessments or audits. It also measures the visible signs of sustainability in terms of what 
one observes or sees that tells that this is an institution committed to sustainability.”  
The institution’s most recent master plan does have a sustainability focus. Recent 
additions to the campus have included geothermal systems in campus buildings and the 
addition of a porous parking lot to drain rainwater more effectively. The medical center 
campus has included energy efficient medical equipment and created a Green Team to 
guide its sustainability efforts. The vendor that is contracted for Dining Services at the 
main campus locations does offer food from local vendors and eco-mugs. The dining 
services division on the East and West campuses has a contracted vendor that does 
engage in some sustainability initiatives and is working with the campus to explore 
sustainability more deeply in terms of its food service operations.  
Faculty and staff development and rewards. The faculty and staff development 
rewards category measures the presence and quality of award programs for faculty and 
staff. The institution has recently developed an effort to provide recognition to faculty 
staff for their efforts in sustainability initiatives through the Green Office Challenge as 
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well as the award program for building service workers to recognize their efforts related 
to the success of the institution’s recycling program.  
Outreach and service. The outreach and service categories include the level of 
support for sustainable community development in the local area and surrounding region 
through “projects and partnerships with primary and secondary schools, local 
governments and businesses.”  It also examines international cooperation in solving 
global environmental justice and sustainability challenges through conferences, and 
student/faculty exchanges programs.  
Some of the Office of Sustainability initiatives have included working to improve 
recycling efforts on campus, interfacing with colleges, units, and departments to integrate 
sustainability into institutional functions and daily operations including housing, dining 
services, student programming, the campus bookstore, the medical center, and the 
utilities and energy division. The office is also currently involved in a Tree Campus USA 
project, which involves cataloguing the variety of tree species on campus, developing a 
tree care plan, and outreach events. The office also organizes and facilitates a number of 
events including an annual Sustainability Week in the fall, as well as an annual Earth 
Month celebration in the spring to coincide with Earth Day related activities.  
Other outreach events include a campus-wide office supply exchange offered at 
various times during the year, entitled Great Stuff eXchange, which is organized by the 
office and brings together departments and units as a means to swap and share surplus 
office supplies. Additionally, the office organizes a sustainability lunch series, which 
includes participation by college, department, and unit offices on campus and covers 
environmental and sustainability related topics.  
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Other initiatives include the recently launched Green Office Challenge which was 
created as a means to work toward the goal of reducing greenhouse gases by 80 percent 
by 2050 as outlined in the UIC Climate Action Plan, released in September 2009 (UIC, 
2009). The Green Office Challenge is comprised of six focus areas, including: energy 
management, office supplies, waste reduction and recycling, transportation, food and 
beverage, and networking and engagement. At six month intervals, participating college, 
departmental, and unit offices on campus will report their progress on the Green Office 
Challenge and reassess their green level and have the opportunity to be recognized for the 
achievement of their goals at the campus wide level. Regular programming efforts also 
include collaboration with campus organizations features a monthly luncheon series 
hosted in different parts of campus covering sustainability related topics.  
Student opportunities. The student opportunities category includes relevant 
programs for students in institutional sustainability initiatives. The Office of 
Sustainability also plays an active role in academic initiatives to engage students in a 
number ways. Sustainability scholarships have been launched in the last two years as a 
means to provide students small scholarships. The 2011-2012 scholarship, funded by 
Caterpillar, entitled the Caterpillar Sustainability Scholarship, is offering six scholarships 
of $1,000 to $1,500 each for undergraduate students and are awarded based on the 
following criteria. The selection criteria includes the ability to “demonstrate active 
involvement in sustainability initiatives in their communities, think creatively about 
approaching these issues on campus, and bring diversity to their field of study, achieve 
academically,” (UIC Office of Sustainability, n.d., Academics Section).  
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As a means to further examine the student opportunities category defined in the 
ULSF SAQ instrument, the level of student involvement and awareness by students in the 
sustainability initiative was examined in participant interviews. The study revealed that 
students overall, believed that the sustainability initiative was recognized, but that the 
sustainability initiative did need more awareness.  
One student reflected on the need for more awareness of the sustainability 
initiative and how this lack of awareness is reflective of the lack of awareness of 
environmental concerns by the population at large:  
I don’t think that there is enough awareness about the initiative…There’s not 
enough awareness about the initiative or environmental issues in general, 
especially environmental issues that really impact. I think the world doesn’t 
understand. The school focuses on mainly recycling and individual efforts, but 
these aren’t things that really impact or change, I guess the issues that need to be 
looked at, like climate change for example… 
While this student recognized the issue of lack of awareness of the campus 
sustainability initiative the student also recognized that this a symptom of society at large 
reflected at the institutional level. Another student commented briefly on the level of 
student awareness and the issue of students not reacting or participating in the 
institution’s sustainability initiatives:  
Students are aware. They see the recycling bins. They see the trash cans. They see 
the environmental impact of Lincoln Hall. Just the majority of students don’t act 
on it. 
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Similarly, another student reflected on the types of awareness of the sustainability 
initiative by students:  
I think it’s widely known now because of their effort to bring awareness, their 
Earth month celebrations and sustainability week. They’re more popular now 
because people get free stuff. But, in terms of recycling, in terms of green 
purchasing, in terms of people hearing about green initiatives on campus like 
solar panels or geothermal. I think it’s only popular to those people who are 
directly involved with them. I think that engineering students get a lot more of a 
perspective because I know that a lot of them are interested in geothermal and 
solar panels and things like that. I know there’s some students out there who 
really, really like the sustainability initiative and they’ve look for opportunities to 
get involved. The Office of Sustainability tries really hard and has a really good 
program to reach out to people, but I think that it’s kind of taken as a trend. There 
are some people who are interested in the free stuff and they’re some people who 
want to say they participated in an event and there are some people who really 
and truly enjoy the experience of learning new sustainability initiatives and new 
ways to be more eco-friendly and things like that. 
One student considered the potential approach to increase the level of awareness 
of the institution’s sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives:  
They’re trying now to do newsletters and e-mail blasts and things like that, but I 
think honestly, it’s just word of mouth is probably the best way, but you have to 
get those key people to hear that information and that’s sometimes the hardest 
part. 
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As the student concluded with this reflection, they focused on the power of word 
of mouth and the need for key stakeholders to hear the necessary information, which has 
been a powerful component of the recent student-led initiative to pass a student 
sustainability fee. The Office of Sustainability played a role in working with students to 
pass a green fee. While still in process of gaining final approval from the Board of 
Trustees at the system level, it is expected that this fee will go into effect for the Fall 
2012 semester.  
Students overwhelmingly echoed the impact of participation in the sustainability 
initiative. One student reflected on the personal impact of her involvement in the 
sustainability initiative:  
It’s funny because I never thought that…This is just kind of side thing for me. I 
never thought that I would get serious about it. I was more serious about 
somehow engaging the campus because I came from a high school that was really 
interested in learning and had a lot of excitement and energy in learning and I 
wanted to bring that to the campus. So, environment, specifically the environment 
I never thought that I would go into, but I think getting involved with these groups 
has really interested me and I plan to get involved as a physician within the 
environmental community. 
This student realized what an impact her involvement in the sustainability had on her 
both personally and professionally. Similarly, another student reflected on the effect of 
the involvement in the sustainability initiative on her personal life: 
On a personal level, it’s kind of helped to further my sustainability efforts at home 
and in my personal life, it’s kind of given me various other ideas to work on and 
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then on a professional level, its helped to get people around me, like in the office 
and everything to jump on board with this because the things are right here. The 
recycling bin is outside; just go put your stuff out there. So, it’s a little bit easier 
to coax people to take on this effort and stay with it.  
Other students have also seen the impact of the involvement of the sustainability 
initiative on their friends and colleagues. One student reflected on the impact of the level 
of impact sustainability initiative on her friends and colleagues, wishing that the impact 
had been felt more deeply:  
I have one friend that has been heavily involved with Green Youth Revolution 
with me. In terms of my other friends, they are not very interested. I talk to them 
about it 24-7, but they’re not interested and even though they would help me with 
stuff, it’s not because they’re interested in the environment. I haven’t seen so far 
specifically like us educating them about the importance of sustainability, affect 
people’s lives. I have seen involvement in the environmental efforts help people 
in terms of their leadership ability, in terms of their confidence, not specifically, 
their attitude towards our environment. 
I do have colleagues and friends who are a part of the mission, but I think 
it’s more indirect as in my role, but I don’t really think, I don’t know that I’ve 
seen those people as affected as I would like to see them. They’re picking up 
certain little things, but I don’t know that they’re really making a lifestyle change 
towards it, so I don’t know that it’s really affecting them completely.  
Another student provided a similar anecdote regarding her experiences on the level of 
impact of the sustainability initiative on her roommates.  
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Well, I can say that I have seen impact including people who are not focusing on 
sustainability or an environmental studies track. I am just living now with 
roommates who are working professionals and when I was in undergraduate 
school and I was with other students. I would see people kind of embracing 
sustainability initiatives whether or not it’s their focus area of study. Right, but 
they also, the question is kind of complicated because people tend to live with 
people who they relate to a little bit more, so I see the kinds of friends that I have 
and with people that I share a lot of the same beliefs with I suppose and lifestyle 
choices, I suppose. It kind of makes sense that the people I live with also are more 
sustainably minded.  
Institutional mission, structure, and planning.  
There is little evidence of sustainability at this time in the institution’s 
administration. However, policies, practices, programs, and initiatives are being 
developed routinely in a number of functions of the institution’s daily operations that 
impact stakeholders including students, faculty, and staff. The institution’s mission at this 
time does not include sustainability. Future strategic planning efforts hope to incorporate 
sustainability. Current master planning efforts have included sustainability.  
Additional findings - communications and marketing. One area not included in 
the ULSF SAQ instrument is the element of institutional communication and marketing 
efforts related to institutional sustainability efforts. It should be noted that the study 
revealed that institutional sustainability efforts have been greatly enhanced by their 
initiatives in terms of increasing participation and communication and marketing efforts.  
 147 
An important component of the office’s initiatives and programs is its 
communications plan. Deploying social networks such as Facebook and Twitter has also 
been an important element as an extensive website that is regular updated with 
information in a number of topic areas, includes various sustainability reports and data, 
and also a blog and calendar. This is facilitated by the use of student interns. Finally, as a 
means to encourage creativity and enable further collaboration and development of 
initiatives and activities, the office has held an annual staff retreat to engage and develop 
plans and priorities for the coming year.  
This online presence serves as a means to catalogue the office’s efforts in terms of 
initiatives and programs and also to interface with internal and external stakeholders 
including students, faculty, staff, administrators, alumni, and to a small extent, corporate 
partners as well as potential funding agencies including private foundations, as well as 
collaborations with other institutions both within and outside of the state in which the 
institution is located.  
While the study revealed there was little organized institutional level 
communications and marketing efforts at the campus level via the public affairs office, 
the study did reveal that a number of communications and marketing efforts were being 
implemented by the Office of Sustainability as well as a number of other campus units 
involved in sustainability activities, programs, and initiatives. Additionally, the Office of 
Sustainability has embarked on a marketing campaign to introduce such initiatives as the 
“UnPlug” campaign to reduce energy usage on campus and encourage energy 
conservation. 
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Additionally, the institution’s housing division has focused on sustainability 
efforts such as recycling. Examples of the posters utilized in the residence halls related to 
sustainability developed by the institution’s housing division are provided in Appendix 
D.  
Summary. In summary, in responding to the final research question, How do the 
Institution’s Sustainability Efforts Compare to the seven “critical dimensions” of 
sustainability outlined by the USLF SAQ for Colleges and Universities assessment 
instrument?, participant interviews, institutional reports, and the sustainability website, 
blog, and Office of Sustainability Facebook site was utilized. The section above provides 
specific details with regard institutional ULSF SAQ results in the “seven critical 
dimensions” of sustainability, which include: 1. curriculum; 2. research and scholarship; 
3. operations; 4. faculty and staff , development and rewards; 5. outreach and service; and 
6. student opportunities; 7. institutional mission, structure and planning. The study also 
revealed additional findings by providing details of an emerging category of analysis not 
part of the ULSF SAQ, communications and marketing efforts in terms of institutional 
sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion of Findings, Future Research Implications, and Recommendations 
This chapter provides a discussion of the findings, suggests implications for 
policy and practice, and outlines recommendations for future research. An overview of 
the study is provided, followed by a discussion of findings that resulted from the data that 
was collected. The implications for policy and practice are then discussed. Finally, the 
directions for future research are explored.  
Overview of the Study  
The nation’s fiscal crisis in recent years has left institutions of higher education 
struggling financially and searching for creative ways to reduce expenditures in nearly all 
areas of institutional operating functions. Energy usage including heating, cooling, and 
lighting is one of the largest annual institutional operating expenditures. Institutional 
sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives have emerged as a creative 
solution to reduce energy consumption and therefore institutional operating costs with 
regard to energy and utilities. Not only does sustainability in higher education serve as a 
timely topic of research, implementing institutional sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives also have the additional benefit of being a positive effect on the 
environment. This positive effect to the environment is also evident in the crucial role 
played by the nation’s institutions of higher education in participating in the global 
sustainability dialogue because of the role of social responsibility within institutions of 
higher education. The concept of social responsibility with regard to institutions of higher 
education is two-fold in terms of educating the nation’s future workforce as well as the 
citizens of tomorrow (Cortese, 2003). Data has shown that due to the increasing costs of 
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tuition in the nation’s institutions of higher education, the price of a higher education 
begins to become priced out of the reach of many of the nation’s students (College Board, 
2009). 
There is a broad base of literature in higher education that has increased in U.S. 
institutions of higher education that has increased in the last two decades. However, there 
is little research that focuses on the approaches of implementing enduring sustainability 
policies, practices, programs, and initiatives within institutions of higher education and 
examines the elements and components of enduring sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives.  
This study served as an explorative qualitative study to examine which 
components of the institutional strategic planning process initiate and maintain enduring 
institutional environmental sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. 
Few studies exist that examine linkages between sustainability and strategic planning. 
Further research was needed to determine these linkages. The study was driven by five 
research questions. Thirty-eight participant interviews were conducted of six major 
stakeholder groups, which include students, faculty, staff, administrators, alumni, and 
contracted employees.  
Discussion of Findings and Conclusions  
This section outlines the five areas of key findings and conclusions of the study 
and integrates existing literature. The findings of this dissertation provide the following 
conclusions. A summary of findings of this study are briefly outlined below.  
Absence of formal method of strategic planning. The study found that there 
was no formal method or theory of strategic planning utilized in the campus’ strategic 
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planning process, which was launched initially by a strategic thinking exercise. A team of 
nearly 30 administrators, students, faculty, and staff worked on this process, which 
included input from nearly 70 percent of the units on campus. 
Comparison of institution’s strategic planning initiative with criteria outlined 
by Keller (1983). While the study found that the campus did not utilize a formal method 
of strategic planning, a number of criteria outlined by Keller (1983) were found to be 
relevant to the campus’s strategic planning process including the six features Keller 
(1983) outlines to distinguish strategic planning.  
Briefly, these six features outlined by Keller (1983) include the following.           
1. “Academic strategic decision making means that a college, school, or university and its 
leaders are active rather than passive about their position in history,” (p. 143).                  
2. “Strategic planning looks outward is focused on keeping the institution in step with the 
changing environment,” (p. 145). 3. “Academic strategy making is competitive, 
recognizing that higher education is subject to economic market conditions and to 
increasingly strong competition,” (p. 146). 4. “Strategic planning concentrates on 
decisions, not on document plans, analyses, forecasts, and goals,” (p. 148). 5. “Strategy 
making is a blend of rational and economic analysis, political maneuvering, and 
psychological interplay. It is therefore participatory and highly tolerant of controversy,” 
(p. 148). 6. “Strategic planning concentrates on the fate of the institution above 
everything else,” (p. 150).  
Although the campus did not utilize a formal method of strategic planning, the six 
features to distinguish strategic planning, the six features to distinguish strategic planning 
outlined by Keller (1983) are demonstrated in the campus’ strategic planning process, 
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which initially began as a strategic thinking exercise. The 10 ideas outlined by Keller 
(1983) about what strategic planning is not, provide relevant perspective of understanding 
what strategic planning is and how the process occurred at the campus. Two of the six 
features outlined by Keller (1983) to distinguish strategic planning were evident in the 
campus’ strategic planning process. The first, “academic strategic decision making means 
that a college, school, or university and its leaders are active rather than passive about 
their position in history,” (p. 143) and the second, “strategic planning looks outward is 
focused on keeping the institution in step with the changing environment,” (p. 145) are 
evident in the campus’ forward thinking toward the future in terms of defining, pursuing, 
strategizing and articulating about goals and various issues relevant to the campus’ 
future. Additionally, Keller (1983) discussed the idea that “strategic planning 
concentrates of the fate of the institution above everything else,” (p. 150). The study 
revealed that the campus continues to move forward with institutional strategic planning 
activities and also recognizes the campus adapts along the way as strategic planning 
activities continue to evolve. Finally, Keller (1983) contends that “strategy making is a 
blend of rational and economic analysis, political maneuvering, and psychological 
interplay. It is therefore, participatory and highly tolerant of controversy,” (p. 148). The 
study illustrated that there are specific types of risks associated with the strategic 
planning process and that the campus is aware of and considers those risks.  
Features outlined by Keller (1983) contributed to changes in scope of 
sustainability efforts within campus. The features outlined by Keller (1983) to 
distinguish strategic planning have led to some changes in the campus in terms of 
incorporating sustainability, policies, practices, programs, and initiatives.  
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While the study found that the campus did not utilize a formal method of strategic 
planning, a number of criteria outlined by Keller (1983) were found to be relevant to the 
campus’s strategic planning process including the six features Keller (1983) outlines to 
distinguish strategic planning.  
Briefly, these six features outlined by Keller (1983) include the following.           
1. “Academic strategic decision making means that a college, school, or university and its 
leaders are active rather than passive about their position in history,” (p. 143).                  
2. “Strategic planning looks outward is focused on keeping the institution in step with the 
changing environment,” (p. 145). 3. “Academic strategy making is competitive, 
recognizing that higher education is subject to economic market conditions and to 
increasingly strong competition,” (p. 146). 4. “Strategic planning concentrates on 
decisions, not on document plans, analyses, forecasts, and goals,” (p. 148). 5. “Strategy 
making is a blend of rational and economic analysis, political maneuvering, and 
psychological interplay. It is therefore participatory and highly tolerant of controversy,” 
(p. 148). 6. “Strategic planning concentrates on the fate of the institution above 
everything else,” (p. 150).  
The first and second features outlined above by Keller (1983), the first, “academic 
strategic decision making means that a college, school, or university and its leaders are 
active rather than passive about their position in history,” (p. 143) and the second, 
“strategic planning looks outward is focused on keeping the institution in step with the 
changing environment,” (p. 145) are evident in the study. Evidence includes the campus’ 
level of active engagement in a number of campus initiatives and programs, more 
specifically the campus’ strategic planning and sustainability initiatives. The study 
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illustrated that to-date, the campus’ strategic planning and sustainability initiatives have 
occurred independently of each other, but that in the future, both initiatives have the 
potential and intent to become intertwined. Additionally, the study revealed that an 
emerging key theme in terms of the sustainability initiative is the realized need for the 
campus’ recycling initiative to increase awareness among campus stakeholders including 
students, faculty, and staff through increased visibility through improved marketing and 
communication efforts. One component of increasing the awareness to the campus’ 
recycling effort was the realization of the important role building service workers have in 
the campus’ recycling effort and the design and delivery of specific education and 
training sessions for building service workers about their important role in recycling as 
well as the responsibility of tenants in university buildings. An employee recognition 
program was then developed to recognize these building service workers. Additionally, 
the campus joined the RePaper Challenge as a means to encourage more recycling and 
developed a new program entitled, the Green Office Challenge to engage more students, 
faculty, staff, and administrators in recycling and other sustainable behaviors and daily 
office operations. 
Campus strategic planning and sustainability initiatives not connected. The 
study revealed that there was no intentional connection between the campus’ strategic 
planning effort and the campus’ sustainability policies, practices, programs, and 
initiatives. However, the study revealed the campus’ acknowledgement by administrators 
that future strategic planning efforts need to incorporate sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives.  
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Evidence of seven “critical dimensions” of sustainability. The seven “critical 
dimensions” of sustainability outlined in the ULSF SAQ are evident in the institution’s 
sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives. These seven “critical 
dimensions” are outlined below:   
1. curriculum; 2. research and Scholarship; 3. operations; 4. faculty and staff 
development and rewards; 5. outreach and service; 6. student opportunities; and  
7. administration, mission, and planning (ULSF, 2009).  
The study also revealed that although development of the ULSF SAQ initially 
began in 1999, the ULSF SAQ still remains a valid qualitative instrument to measure 
sustainability at institutions of higher education. While the ULSF SAQ outlines seven 
“critical dimensions” of sustainability, the study revealed an additional area of 
importance to the implementation of institutional sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives. This additional area of analysis is the presence and role of 
marketing and communication efforts with relation to institutional sustainability efforts, 
which is not an existing element of analysis of the ULSF SAQ instrument. 
Recommendations and Implications for Policy and Practice  
The audience intended for this study is internal stakeholders of institutions of 
higher education including administrators, students, faculty, and staff, who are tasked 
with assessing and implementing enduring institutional sustainability policies, practices, 
programs, and initiatives on their campuses. Some observations and conclusions are 
provided with regard to the evolution of the campus’ sustainability and strategic planning 
initiatives.  
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This study serves as both timely and important because it is one of the first studies 
of its kind to bring together two topics of significant interest within institutions of higher 
education, the concepts of sustainability and strategic planning in attempt to draw a 
relationship between the linkages of the two topics. While this study is limited to one 
institution, the study provides an exploratory analysis of the relationship between 
institutional strategic planning and environmental sustainability initiatives. As 
institutional financial resources become more limited as less state and federal funding is 
available and tuition costs climb, and institutional operations costs continue to rise, more 
research is needed at this point of intersection between these mission critical areas, 
institutional strategic planning and environmental sustainability   
With respect to sustainability initiatives in higher education, this study is 
supported by evidence by Shriberg (2002), Newman (2004), Eimers (2008), McNamara 
(2008), and Pence (2010) that effective implementation of sustainability initiatives within 
institutions of higher education are dependent on organizational factors and 
characteristics including organizational structural elements. Organizational factors and 
characteristics include the involvement and role of external and internal stakeholders. 
Similarly, McNamara (2008) found of evidence of the importance of integrating both 
internal and external stakeholders in supporting the implementation of sustainability 
policies, practices, programs, and initiatives within institutions of higher education. In 
this study, the important role of the building service workers was identified in furthering 
the campus’ recycling effort was evident as was the role of students in taxing themselves 
to pass the student sustainability fee.  
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This study is supported by prior research by Shriberg (2002), Newman (2004), 
Eimers (2008), McNamara (2008), and Pence (2010) that outline the need for a holistic 
view and utilization of a whole systems approach to examining all aspects of institutional 
sustainability initiatives as they relate to institutional function and mission critical 
activities. While the study illustrated that the campus’ sustainability and strategic 
planning efforts are not currently intertwined, it did show that the campus recognizes this 
and is consciously aware of this deficit and intends to include the sustainability initiative 
in the future strategic planning initiative efforts.   
Additionally, this study is supported by prior research conducted by Shriberg 
(2002) which found that institutional barriers affect the implementation of sustainability 
initiatives and illustrate the importance and role of institutional priorities, interpersonal 
relationships, and cross boundary communication issues. To ensure the effective 
implementation of institutional sustainability initiatives, the need for communication is 
found to be necessary. This study illustrated that communication and marketing efforts 
regarding the campus’ sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives play an 
active and important role in the implementation of the campus’s sustainability initiative 
as a whole. The ULSF SAQ does not currently include a means to measure and assess 
communication and marketing efforts related to institutional sustainability efforts. It is 
therefore, a recommendation of this study that communication and marketing efforts be 
considered for inclusion into future versions of the ULSF SAQ instrument.  
With respect to strategic planning initiatives, this study is supported by guidelines 
outlined by Keller (1983) that distinguish and define strategic planning as well as a 
number of other scholars who have studied strategic planning.  
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One initial observation from this study is that the six features Keller (1983) 
outlines to distinguish strategic planning may have provided a more effective means to 
develop the institution’s strategic planning intuitive in cohesive manner. Additionally, the 
study illustrated that that the framework outlined by Keller (1983) still remains timely for 
institutions of higher education working on strategic planning initiatives today.  
Another observation from this study, illustrates the need to continue to encourage 
non-traditional and dynamic thinking with regard to institutional strategic planning 
initiatives as well as to both involve and engage all internal and external stakeholders 
groups of an institution. Ryans and Shanklin (1986) and Bryson (1988) outline the need 
and importance to involve stakeholders in strategic planning initiatives. Additionally, as a 
motivational tool and to continue to encourage ideas and further collaboration by 
stakeholders, is important to not only to initially hear the voice of these stakeholders and 
collect data and information from them in a top down and bottom up manner, but to also 
find a way to illustrate to them that them that their voice is being heard. Finally, it is also 
important for the institution to continually be actively planning and not to just think and 
work in terms of developing and designing the strategic plan as a document or report that 
sits on the shelf. The institution’s strategic plan should evolve continually and regularly 
be updated to incorporate the way an institution is dynamically changing at all times. 
Ryans and Shanklin (1986) discuss the importance of the strategic plan fluid and 
continually evolving. It also important to look to other institutions and consider various 
approaches that have been defined as successful within these institutions and consider the 
conditions and approaches at other institutions that have made them successful. In terms 
of incorporating institutional sustainability initiatives with institutional strategic planning 
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initiatives, it is clear from this study that both processes cannot be allowed to occur in 
isolation of each other, in a vacuum, but most occur concurrently. Bryson (1988) outlines 
the importance of not working in silos.  
Directions for Future Research 
While this study is an exploratory single case study of one campus of a multi-
campus institution, several opportunities for future research exist. One potential area of 
future research would be to examine and evaluate the sustainability efforts in relation to 
the ULSF SAQ instrument as well as the institutional strategic planning efforts in relation 
to Keller’s (1983) six features to distinguish strategic planning as well as Keller’s (1983) 
10 ideas outlined to define what strategic planning is not at the other two campuses as a 
means examine what relationships may exist between the three campuses of the 
institution. Another area of future research would be to conduct a more detailed analysis 
and examination of the institution’s history, policies, procedures, and organizational 
nuances in both past and future strategic planning initiatives related to institutional level 
sustainability policies, practices, programs, and initiatives that may affect the three 
campuses of the institution. A third area of potential future research would be to track 
institutional level sustainability and strategic planning initiatives longitudinally over five 
to 10 years at this campus alone or at all three campuses of the institution to determine if 
integration does occur within the implementation of future sustainability and strategic 
planning initiatives. Yet another area of future research would be to compare this 
institution with other peer institutions of the initial STARS pilot institution group to 
examine if similar relationships exist within institutional strategic planning and 
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sustainability initiatives and what dynamics are driven by internal and external 
stakeholder groups.  
Finally, another area of future research would involve additional research on the 
communications and marketing efforts of the institutional efforts and determine if 
institutional marketing and communication efforts, especially with respect to electronic 
communication including websites, mass e-mail communications, e-newsletters, and 
social networking sites such as Facebook and Twitter and blogs have an effect on the 
success of the implementation of the institutional sustainability and strategic planning 
efforts.  
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Appendix A 
Participant Consent Forms 
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Appendix B 
Recruiting Materials 
 
ARE YOU A UIC STUDENT? 
ARE YOU INTERESTED IN THE SUSTAINABILITY INITATIVE ON 
CAMPUS? 
WHAT ARE YOUR THOUGHTS ON THE INITIATIVE? 
Participants are being recruited for a study regarding the implementation of 
sustainability on the UIC campus. If you have been involved as a student in the UIC 
sustainability initiative and are interested in participating, please send an e-mail to 
kingdon@illinois.edu. Students interested in, but not currently involved in the UIC 
sustainability initiative may also be interviewed. Students will be interviewed for 
approximately 30 minutes about their observations and thoughts regarding the 
sustainability initiative on the UIC campus. This study is part of a dissertation research 
project at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. For questions, please contact:  
Angela Graham                                                              Dr. Kern Alexander  
Graduate Student                                                            Professor  
kingdon@illinois.edu                                                     329 Education,  
                                                                                        1310 S. Sixth Street 
                                                                                        Champaign, IL 61820  
                                                                                        (217) 244-8814 
                                                                                        alexandr@illinois.edu 
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Appendix C 
Interview Questions/Pilot Interview Questions 
 It should be noted that very few changes from the pilot interviews were needed in 
each category of interview questions. During interviews, some participants struggled in 
each participant category with understanding the difference between the terms “campus” 
and “University” level. However, the researcher decided to not change this questions as 
not all participants struggled. Rather the research further explained and campus and 
University designations when necessary.  
Director of Sustainability Programming 
 What is the timeline of the UIC sustainability program process to-date? 
 What documents have been influential in creating UIC sustainability 
programming to-date?  
 What reports are available on the UIC sustainability efforts to-date? 
 What is the plan or major goals for sustainability at UIC in the near-term and in 
the future? 
 Is sustainability part of the UIC master plan? 
 Has sustainability gained momentum recently in light of the economic 
circumstances?  
 Are there any specific sustainability goals or initiatives being put forward 
specifically as cost saving mechanism for UIC? 
 Does UIC maintain data on cost-saving sustainability mechanisms (i.e. reduced 
energy consumption and cost, recycling waste costs, organically/locally grown 
food costs)? 
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 Are there specific targets of reductions in specific areas UIC hopes to make in the 
future? If so, what types and by how much? Where are these goals and targets 
viewable? 
 Has UIC introduced marketing, communication, and education elements of its 
sustainability initiatives and programs? 
 How many student groups are involved in the UIC sustainability efforts? 
 Does UIC have a sustainability student fee? If so, how much is this fee? How long 
has this fee been collected? How many students pay this fee each semester? What 
are the funds from the sustainability student fee used for?  
 How long have you been involved in UIC sustainability efforts? 
 What is the history of the UIC sustainability efforts? 
Planning Staff (Worked with UIC Master Plan Effort) 
 What are the details of the new UIC master plan (going to November BOT 
meeting)? How does sustainability fit with the new master plan? 
 How much energy savings has UIC realized since beginning the sustainability 
initiative/program? 
 How do you feel the AASHE STARS initiative influences/does not influence the 
UIC sustainability effort? 
 What factors do you feel has made the UIC sustainability effort last and endure?  
 Do you feel leadership buy-in of the sustainability program at UIC (campus and 
university-level administration?) 
 Do you feel the sustainability program is strong in the difficult budget times the 
state, the university and the UIC campus are facing? Why or why not? 
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Administrators 
 How long have you been involved in the sustainability initiative on the UIC 
campus?  
 What has been your level of participation in the UIC sustainability effort to-date? 
 What do you see as the largest barrier for sustainability at the University level?  
 What do you see as the largest barrier for sustainability at the campus level?  
 Do you see an influential group on campus (students, faculty, staff, and 
administrators) that is more influential in the sustainability process?  
 What do you see as the largest challenge for sustainability at the University level? 
 What do you see as the largest challenge for sustainability at the campus level (the 
UIC campus only)? 
 What do you believe are the strengths of the UIC sustainability program?  
 What do you believe are the weaknesses of the UIC sustainability program?  
 What is your level of involvement to-date with the AASHE STARS 
implementation on the UIC campus?  
 What is your impression to-date of the AASHE STARS tool as a means to be a 
viable quantitative assessment tool for ranking/giving scores to institutions of 
higher education? 
 What are your thoughts and concerns (if any) on sustainability rankings such as 
the Princeton Review and the SEI Sustainability Report Card?  
 Do you think the dire economic state of higher education has influenced 
sustainability efforts at UIC?  Why or why not?  
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 From your experience to-date with the UIC sustainability program, what do you 
believe are the essential components to make sustainability programming 
successful? 
Students 
 How long have you been involved in the sustainability initiative on the UIC 
campus?  
 How did you become involved/learn about the UIC sustainability efforts (website, 
e-mail, meetings, etc)? 
 What has been your level of participation in the UIC sustainability effort to-date? 
 What do you see as the largest barrier for sustainability at the University level?  
 What do you see as the largest barrier for sustainability at the campus level (UIC 
only)?  
 Do you see an influential group on campus (students, faculty, staff, and 
administrators) that is more influential in the sustainability process?  
 What do you see as the largest challenge for sustainability at the University level? 
 What do you see as the largest challenge for sustainability at the campus level 
(UIC only)? 
 What do you believe are the strengths of the UIC sustainability program?  
 What do you believe are the weaknesses of the UIC sustainability program?  
 What is your level of involvement to-date with the AASHE STARS 
implementation on the UIC campus?  
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 What is your impression to-date of the AASHE STARS instrument as a means to 
be a viable quantitative assessment tool for ranking/giving scores to institutions of 
higher education? 
 What are your thoughts and concerns (if any) on sustainability rankings such as 
the Princeton Review and the SEI Report Card?  
 Do you think the dire economic state of higher education has influenced 
sustainability efforts at UIC?  Why or why not?  
 From your experience to-date with the UIC sustainability program, what do you 
believe are the essential components to make sustainability programming 
successful? 
 Are you part of a UIC student organization furthering the sustainability mission at 
UIC?  If so, which one?  
 Is your group eligible to receive student fee funding for campus sustainability 
projects? 
 Have you experienced difficulty as a student or student group in putting 
sustainability ideas forward at UIC?  
 Do you feel that the administration values student input on sustainability?  
 From your perspective, is the UIC sustainability effort popular and well-respected 
among UIC students? Why/why not? 
 Do you feel the UIC campus will meet its sustainability goals of ______ by 
_______?  
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Faculty and Staff 
 Do you feel that the UIC sustainability effort is popular among staff members? 
Why/why not?  
 Do you feel there is any stigma in being involved or not being involved in the 
UIC sustainability effort?  
 Are you aware of open opportunities for staff members to participate in the UIC 
sustainability program? 
 How long have you been involved in the sustainability initiative on the UIC 
campus?  
 How did you become involved/learn about the UIC sustainability efforts (website, 
e-mail, meetings, etc)? 
 What has been your level of participation in the UIC sustainability effort to-date? 
 What do you see as the largest barrier for sustainability at the University level?  
 What do you see as the largest barrier for sustainability at the campus level (UIC 
campus only)?  
 Do you see an influential group on campus (students, faculty, staff, and 
administrators) that is more influential in the sustainability process?  
 What do you see as the largest challenge for sustainability at the University level? 
 What do you see as the largest challenge for sustainability at the campus level 
(UIC only)? 
 What do you believe are the strengths of the UIC sustainability program?  
 What do you believe are the weaknesses of the UIC sustainability program?  
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 What is your level of involvement to-date with the AASHE STARS 
implementation on the UIC campus?  
 What is your impression to-date of the AASHE STARS tool as a means to be a 
viable quantitative assessment tool for ranking/giving scores to institutions of 
higher education? 
 What are your thoughts and concerns (if any) on sustainability rankings such as 
the Princeton Review and the SEI Report Card? 
 Do you think the dire economic state of higher education has influenced 
sustainability efforts at UIC?  Why or why not?  
 From your experience to-date with the UIC sustainability program, what do you 
believe are the essential components to make sustainability programming 
successful? 
 Are you part of a UIC staff organization furthering the sustainability mission at 
UIC?  If so, which one?  
 Do you feel that the administration values staff input on sustainability?  
 From your perspective, is the UIC sustainability effort popular and well-respected 
among UIC staff?  Why/why not? 
 Do you feel the UIC campus will meet its sustainability goals of ______ by 
_______? 
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Alumni 
 
 Do you feel that the administration values student input on sustainability?  
 
 What do you see as the largest challenge for sustainability at the 
 
University level?  
 
 What do you see as the largest barrier for sustainability at the campus  
 
level?  
 
 Do you see an influential group on campus (students, faculty, staff, and  
 
administrators) that is more influential in the sustainability process?  
 
 What do you believe are the strengths of the UIC sustainability program?  
 
 What do you believe are the weaknesses of the UIC sustainability  
 
program?  
 
 Do you think the dire economic state of higher education has influenced  
 
sustainability efforts at UIC?  Why or why not?  
 
 From your experience to-date with the UIC sustainability program, what  
 
do you believe are the essential components to make sustainability  
 
programming successful? 
 
 From your perspective, is the UIC sustainability effort popular and well- 
 
respected among UIC staff?  Why/why not? 
 
 Do you feel the UIC campus will meet its sustainability targets and goals  
 
for 2030 and 2050? 
 
 When did you graduate?  What was your major and/or field of study?  
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Contracted Employees 
 Are you the only contracted vendor for your particular service area at the UIC 
campus? 
 What is the duration of your contract?  
 Would it be possible to get a copy of your contract? 
 Who would be the contact at UIC to ask some questions or get a redacted copy of 
the contract for services? 
 When I visited campus, I noticed that the cafeteria was trayless. Is this true for all 
dining facilities at UIC? When did this program begin, about how much water is 
saved by going trayless?  (Is this calculated or estimated?) Does going trayless 
reduce costs to students? 
 Are green chemicals used in cleaning/sanitizing? If so, what percentage? When 
did the use of these products begin?  
 Is fair trade coffee purchased? What percentage? When did this begin?  
 Are organic foods (meat, veggies, milk, etc.) used? What percentage? When did 
this begin? 
 Are local foods used? If so, what percentage and what is the definition of local 
foods (Chicago area, 100 miles, Illinois only, five state radius?)  
 Does the dining hall have sustainable mugs for students to carry in and out? Some 
institutions give students these mugs in housing I think.  
 Are cage free eggs purchased or used? If so, when did this begin?  
 How long have you been involved in the sustainability initiative on the UIC 
campus?  
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 How did you initially become involved/learn about the UIC sustainability efforts 
(website, e-mail, meetings, etc)? 
 What has been your level of participation in the UIC sustainability effort to-date? 
 What do you see as the largest barrier/challenge for sustainability at the 
University level?  
 What do you see as the largest barrier/challenge for sustainability at the campus 
level (UIC only)?  
 Do you see an influential group on campus (students, faculty, staff, and 
administrators) that is more influential in the sustainability process? 
 What do you believe are the strengths of the UIC sustainability program?  
 What do you believe are the weaknesses of the UIC sustainability program?  
 Do you think the dire economic state of higher education and the financial crisis 
has influenced sustainability efforts at UIC?  Why or why not?  
 From your experience to-date with the UIC sustainability program, what do you 
believe are the essential components to make sustainability programming 
successful? 
 Are you part of a UIC organization furthering the sustainability mission at UIC?  
If so, which one?  
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Appendix D  
Recycling Posters 
(courtesy UIC ’s Housing Division) 
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Appendix E 
Association of ULSF SAQ for Colleges and Universities 
 (Reproduced with permission from the Association of ULSF) 
 
The Sustainability Assessment Questionnaire (SAQ) is designed to assist you in assessing 
the extent to which your college or university is sustainable in its teaching, research, 
operations and outreach. “Sustainability” implies that the major activities on your campus 
are ecologically sound, socially just, economically viable and humane, and that they will 
continue to be so for future generations. Academic institutions vary considerably in how 
they approach sustainability: some concentrate on minimizing their ecological impact 
through changes in operations; others emphasize sustainability in the curriculum. 
 
This survey of sustainability at your college or university asks you to give impressions of 
your institution’s accomplishments on seven critical dimensions of higher education: 
 
1. Curriculum; 2. Research and Scholarship; 3. Operations; 4. Faculty and Staff 
Development and Rewards; 5. Outreach and Service; 6. Student Opportunities; 
7. Administration, Mission and Planning. The SAQ is designed to stimulate discussion 
and further assessment by campus representatives who are knowledgeable about and 
responsible for the activities mentioned in each section. 
 
If you wish to guide the process yourself, we suggest the following: 1. Assemble 10-15 
representatives from critical campus constituencies, including students, faculty, staff, and 
administration; 2. Review the purpose and objectives of the exercise, the nature of 
sustainability in higher education, etc.; 3. Take about 30 minutes for each person to fill 
out the questionnaire individually or for small groups to work on specified sections; 
4.Facilitate a discussion in which the whole group reviews the questionnaire section by 
section and gathers impressions; 5. Brainstorm possible next steps to strengthening 
sustainability on your campus. Note: The exercise could take 2-3 hours or more, and may 
be best carried out over two sessions. 
 
Directions: Please read through the definitions of sustainability and education for 
sustainability (p.3) and review the questions prior to completing the questionnaire. This 
will give you a sense of how we understand “sustainability.” Then answer each question 
to the best of your ability. Remember that this questionnaire is seeking your impressions 
on each dimension, so you need not have detailed information on all courses offered, 
transportation and recycling programs, etc., in order to complete it. If you lack enough 
information for a reliable impression, please indicate that you don’t know the answer to 
that question. 
 
It is important to recognize that most institutions will not “score high.” Very few, if any, 
institutions embody sustainability on all these dimensions. Sustainability is not yet a 
major focus of the academic disciplines or the wider economy in which higher education 
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functions. Thus it is difficult for any college or university to be very advanced in 
implementing sustainability. Thank you. 
 
Definitions of sustainable development, sustainability and education for 
sustainability: 
 Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 
(Brundtland Commission (United Nations), 1987) 
 Sustainability is an evolving paradigm for planning and decision-making. 
Sustainability is a promise. It is a dynamic condition, which requires a basic 
understanding of the interconnections and interdependency among ecological, 
economic, and social systems.” (The Sustainability Education Center, 2002) 
 Historically, the term “sustainable” arose among those with environmental 
concerns, and most of the literature and assessment instruments reflect this 
emphasis. However, it is increasingly recognized that sustainability cannot be 
achieved without addressing social justice issues. There can be no sustainable 
communities and institutions without social justice. So too is humane 
consideration toward the whole community of life an essential part of true 
sustainability. An academic institution committed to sustainability should help 
students understand the roots of today’s injustices and motivate them to seek 
justice and humaneness in full integration with understanding the roots of 
environmental degradation and modeling environmentally sustainable practices. 
(John B. Cobb Jr., “Sustainability and the Liberal Arts” conference, 1998) 
 Education for sustainable development is a dynamic concept that utilizes all 
aspects of public awareness, education and training to create or enhance an 
understanding of the linkages among the issues of sustainable development and to 
develop the knowledge, skills, perspectives and values which will empower 
people of all ages to assume responsibility for creating and enjoying a sustainable 
future. (From the UNESCO Decade of Education for 
Sustainable Development website, 2005) 
 
The concept of sustainability – which, at a minimum, addresses how humans can live on 
the planet over time in a manner that protects cultural and biological diversity, recognizes 
and appreciates ecological limits, offers just and accountable governments and economies 
for all, and draws on the human capacity for adaptive learning and innovation – offers a 
tremendous challenge for education. It requires educational institutions to rethink their 
missions and to re-structure their courses, research priorities, community outreach, and 
campus operations. 
 
By preparing students – and the whole campus community – to be more adept decision 
makers in the increasingly complex, dynamic, and uncertain future that we all face, 
integrating sustainability into all of the major activities of educational institutions also 
presents a tremendous opportunity. (Glasser & Calder, 2005) 
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Date: _____________________ 
Name: ____________________________ 
Position:____________________________ 
Institution:_______________________________________________________ 
 
 
CURRICULUM 
1. Indicate the extent to which your institution offers courses which address topics related 
to sustainability. (Such topics could include globalization and sustainable development; 
environmental policy and management; environmental philosophy; nature writing; land 
ethics and sustainable agriculture; urban ecology and social justice; population, women 
and development; sustainable production and consumption; and many others.) 
 
[Please circle the appropriate number on this and the following questions]: 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
 
Please list any courses you are aware of in which such topics are taught:  
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. What courses do you regard as essential that are not being taught? 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. Indicate the extent to which sustainability is a focus woven into traditional disciplinary 
education in science, math, literature, history, the arts, etc.? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
 
Please comment on how this is done: 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Are undergraduates required to take a course on issues related to the environment or 
sustainability? 
______ No ______ Yes If yes, please describe:________________________________ 
 
5. The shift to sustainability requires critical thinking about the role of the institution in 
its social and ecological systems. Circle which of the following your institution (through 
individual, group or departmental efforts) attempts to teach its students: 
a - how the campus functions in the ecosystem (e.g. its sources of food, water, energy, as 
well as the endpoint of waste and garbage) 
b - a sense of place: the natural features, biota, history and culture of the region 
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c - the institution’s contribution to a sustainable economy and sustainable local 
communities 
d - how the institution views and treats its employees (such as staff and faculty 
involvement in decision-making, their status and benefits) 
e - the basic values and core assumptions that shape the content and methods of the 
academic disciplines 
 
Comments:  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
RESEARCH AND SCHOLARSHIP 
6. a) Estimate the amount of faculty research or scholarship being done in the various 
disciplines in the area of sustainability (for example, renewable energy, sustainable 
building design, ecological economics, indigenous wisdom and technologies, population 
and development, total environmental quality management, etc.). 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Please list any faculty research or scholarly activities you are aware of related to 
sustainability: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
b) Estimate the amount of student research or scholarship being done in the various 
disciplines in the area of sustainability. 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Please list any student research or scholarly activities you are aware of related to 
sustainability: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
7. a) What percentage of faculty members teach or do research on sustainability issues? 
_____ % 
b) What percentage of faculty members do you estimate would be interested in teaching 
and research on sustainability issues? ______ % 
8. Does your institution have established multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary structures 
(such as an institute or center) for research, education and policy development on 
sustainability issues? 
______ No ______ Yes  
If yes, please describe:_____________________________________________ 
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OPERATIONS 
9. The chart below lists some of the operational practices emphasized by institutions 
moving toward sustainability. Please complete the chart, adding a check () for prime 
project areas and for more information needed, and indicating the extent to which your 
institution has implemented these practices using the following scale:  
0 – don’t know; 1 – none; 2 – a little; 3 – quite a bit; 4 – a great deal. 
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10. What do you see when you walk around campus that tells you this is an institution 
committed to sustainability? 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
11. To what extent are your operations practices integrated into the educational and 
scholarly activities of the school? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Please provide examples of this integration:  
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
FACULTY AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND REWARDS 
12. a) To what extent does criteria for hiring recognize faculty member contributions to 
sustainability (in scholarship, teaching, or campus and community activities)? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Describe how such considerations are weighed in these decisions: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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b) To what extent do criteria for tenure and promotion recognize faculty member 
contributions to sustainability? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Describe how such considerations are weighed in these decisions: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
13. To what extent do criteria for hiring and promotion recognize staff member 
contributions to sustainability (in regular responsibilities and campus and community 
activities)? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Describe how such considerations are weighed in these decisions: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
14. To what extent does your college or university provide significant faculty and staff 
development opportunities to enhance understanding, teaching and research in 
sustainability? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Please describe recent faculty or staff development opportunities in these areas: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
OUTREACH AND SERVICE 
15. A sustainable institution supports sustainable community development in its local 
area and in the surrounding region through projects and partnerships with primary and 
secondary schools, local governments and businesses. It may also seek international 
cooperation in solving global environmental justice and sustainability challenges through 
conferences, student/faculty exchanges, etc. To what extent is your institution involved in 
sustainable development work through formal partnerships or relationships at regional, 
national or international levels? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Please describe: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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16. What local sustainability related community service, service learning and/or 
internship programs exist at your institution? 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
STUDENT OPPORTUNITIES 
17. Institutions committed to sustainability provide students with specific opportunities 
and settings. Please check which of the following are present on your campus: 
______ Student Environmental Center 
______ Ecology House or Sustainable Dormitory 
______ Orientation program(s) on sustainability for students 
______ Student Group(s) with an environmental or sustainability focus 
______ Other: 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
18. How does your college or university encourage students to consider sustainability 
issues when choosing a career path? [Please check below where applicable] 
______ job fairs and career counseling focused on work in sustainable enterprises 
______ pledge of social and environmental responsibility 
______ other: 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
19. To what extent are student groups across campus directly involved in sustainability 
initiatives? 
0 (don’t know) 1 (none) 2 (a little) 3 (quite a bit) 4 (a great deal) 
Describe which groups are most involved and how: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
ADMINISTRATION, MISSION AND PLANNING 
20. To what extent do the formal written statements describing the purposes and 
objectives of the units listed below reflect a commitment to sustainability? (Such 
statements include policy and planning documents, annual reports, brochures, catalogues, 
etc.) [Please rate using the following scale: 0 – don’t know; 1 – none; 2 – a little; 3 – 
quite a bit; 4 - a great deal] 
______ the institution as a whole 
______ your college or division 
______ your unit/department 
______ other units within the institution (please define: __________________________) 
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Comments: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
21. Institutions committed to sustainability create certain positions and committees, as 
well as engage in certain practices, which reinforce this commitment. Please check which 
of the following are present on your campus: 
______ Environmental Council or Task Force 
______ Environmental Coordinator ( ) student or ( ) staff member 
______ Dean of Environmental Programs or Director of Sustainability Programs (a high 
level officer responsible for these activities) 
______ Energy Officer 
______ Green Purchasing Coordinator 
______ Institutional Declaration of Commitment to Sustainability/Environmental 
Responsibility 
______ Orientation programs on sustainability for faculty and staff 
______ Socially responsible investment practices and policies 
______ Regularly conducted environmental audits 
______ Other: 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
22. How is a concern for, and commitment to, sustainability given broad visibility on 
your campus (for example, with guest speakers, conferences, Earth Day celebrations, 
etc.)? Please describe key events that have happened in the past year: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
23. a) Please describe the greatest strengths of your institution in terms of sustainability. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
b) Please describe the greatest weaknesses of your institution in terms of sustainability. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24. a) Please describe the key factors that support the advancement of environmental and 
sustainability issues on your campus? 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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b) What factors do you think account for resistance to or lack of responsiveness to these 
concerns? 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
25. a) What “next steps” are planned at your college or university to strengthen your 
commitment to sustainability (such as an energy conservation initiative, a sustainable 
food program, a course requirement on sustainability, or a new strategic plan reflecting 
sustainability)? 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
b) What “next steps” do you feel ought to be taken? 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Please add any additional comments below: __________________________________ 
